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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY of the
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT for the

DRAFT 2035 GENERAL PLAN and DRAFT 2035 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN
for the CITY OF WOODLAND

DATE: January 23, 2017
TO: Interested Agencies and Individuals
FROM: Woodland Community Development Department

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (SCH # 2013032015) for the Draft 2035 General Plan and Draft
2035 Climate Action Plan (CAP) is now available for review. More information is provided below.

The Proposed Project is adoption of a new general plan and CAP for the City of Woodland. These documents will
apply to the entire incorporated area of the City (totaling 9,619 acres) and land outside of the current City limits
but within the Planning Area (totaling 3,162 acres) upon annexation. The 12,781-acre Planning Area is identical to
the Urban Limit Line (ULL) established by City of Woodland voters in 2006.

The FEIR includes the Draft EIR, a copy of each comment on the Draft EIR received by the City within the comment
period for the Draft EIR (which ended on November 3, 2016), responses to comments on environmental issues
raised in those comments, and corrections and clarifications to the Draft EIR.

The  FEIR  is  now  available  for  public  review  online  at  the  web  link  listed  below  or  in  printed  form  via  “loaner”
copies at the public counter of the City’s Community Development Department at 300 First Street, Woodland, CA
95695. The document is also available for public review at the Woodland Public Library, 250 First St, Woodland,
and online at:

http://cityofwoodland.org/gov/depts/cd/woodland_general_plan_2035/default.asp

Interested parties may purchase printed or electronic copies (USB flash drive) from the Community Development
Department. Contact (530) 661-5820 for a schedule of costs.

Public hearings to consider certification of the FEIR and adoption of the General Plan and CAP will be held before
the Planning Commission and City Council in the coming months. Separate public notice for these meetings and
hearings will be distributed once precise dates have been determined. For more information about the General
Plan,  CAP,  or  EIR,  please  visit  the  City’s  General  Plan  Update  website  at  the  web  address  provided  above  or
contact:

GeneralPlan2035@cityofwoodland.org
Cindy Norris, Principal Planner
Woodland Community Development Department
300 First Street
Woodland, CA 95695
(530) 661-5820

Thank you.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Woodland (the City) has directed the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to
evaluate the impacts of the Draft 2035 General Plan (2035 General Plan) and Draft 2035 Climate Action Plan
(2035 CAP), collectively referred to as the Proposed Project. The EIR was prepared in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).

1.1 PUBLIC REVIEW AND INPUT

The City encouraged review and input on the Draft EIR through a variety of means and has considered this input
in developing the Final EIR.

As described in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated March 6,
2013 to government agencies, special service districts, organizations, and individuals with an interest in or
jurisdiction over the project. The NOP is a brief notice sent by the lead agency to inform the public, interested
parties, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and potentially affected federal, state, and local agencies that the
lead agency plans to prepare an EIR. The NOP also seeks comments regarding the scope and content of the EIR.
The City held a public scoping meeting for the project on March 21, 2013. The City subsequently released an
updated NOP to provide interested parties with an additional opportunity to comment on the scope and content of
the environmental analysis. The Updated NOP was released on May 23, 2016. The NOP comment letters and
comments at the scoping meeting were used to finalize the scope of analysis for the EIR.

The City sent the NOP to the Cortina Band of Indians and Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation on March 6, 2013. The
comment period ended April 5, 2013. No comments were received from either tribe. Subsequently in early 2016,
for the purposes of the mandatory Housing Element update, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
was queried regarding tribes with traditional lands or cultural places within the City limits. On March 14, 2016,
the NAHC identified the Cortina Band of Indians and Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. On May 10, 2013 the City sent
letters to both tribes via certified mail offering the opportunity to consult for the purpose of identifying and
preserving or mitigating impacts to cultural resources on land potentially affected by the Draft Housing Element.
As described in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIR, the City subsequently received inquiries from three tribes pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (Assembly Bill 52, Statutes of 2014) related to tribal cultural
resources. The General Plan update precedes the requirements of AB 52. However, the City added the three tribes
to the General Plan mailing list. The City sent the updated NOP to all five tribes on May 23, 2016. The comment
period for the updated NOP ended June 24, 2016. One tribal response was received.

The City received a letter dated June 16, 2016 from a representative of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation thanking
the City for the notification letter, identifying that the Planning Area is within an area of cultural interest to the
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, and requesting a project timeline, detailed project information, and the latest cultural
study. New contact information was also provided. On July 19, 2016, the City sent email communication to the
Native American Tribal representative of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation with an update on the project timeline,
links to information about the 2035 General Plan, and inviting input. The email also noted that the 2035 EIR and
2035 CAP would be circulated for public review, and that the City is available to meet to discuss any input at the
convenience of the Native American Tribal representative.
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As described in Section 1.12 of the Draft EIR, the City also made available copies of the 2035 General Plan, the
2035 CAP, and the Draft EIR for review through the City of Woodland Community Development Department.
The City also circulated the document to public agencies, other public and private organizations, property owners,
developers, and other interested individuals. Documents were also posted to the City’s website to solicit further
review and input. As detailed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, the City received written and oral comments on the
Draft EIR and has provided written responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of
the Draft EIR.

1.2 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR includes:

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2013032015), which was received on September 19, 2016 by the
State Clearinghouse, and circulated for a 45-day public review period that ended on November 3, 2016;

The City’s response to each comment received on the Draft EIR; and

A list of modifications to the Draft EIR.

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the lead agency, has reviewed the
comments received on the Draft EIR for the 2035 General Plan and has prepared written responses to the
comments received. Chapter 2 of this Final EIR includes the written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR
and presents responses to these comments (as required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132). The focus of the
responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in the comments,
as specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on
the 2035 General Plan that do not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing adverse physical
environmental impacts. This type of comment is being considered outside of the CEQA process, as described
below.

In some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft EIR. In those cases,
the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR. The text
deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in underline (underline).

Chapter 4 is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Where a CEQA document has identified
significant environmental effects, Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires adoption of a “reporting or
monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of a project approval
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” Section 15097(b) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that
when the project examined in an EIR is a general plan, specific plan, community plan, or other plan-level
document (such as a climate action plan), the monitoring plan may consist of policies in the plan-level documents.

The City has also reviewed, and has in some cases made revisions to the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP in
response to comments received on those documents. Summary responses and revisions to the 2035 General Plan
and 2035 CAP made as a result of comments received on these documents will be released under separate cover
and will be made available for review through the Community Development Department, 300 First Street, in
Woodland.
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1.3 USE OF THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR allows the public and the City an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR and the
responses to comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to inform the City Council’s
consideration of the Proposed Project, either in whole or in part.

As required by Section 15090(a)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency, in certifying a Final EIR, must
make the following three determinations:

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-making
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving the project.

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

As required by Section 15091of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for
which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless
the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects,
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the
record. The possible findings are:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not
the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should
be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

In addition, as described in Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City may not carry out a project for which
an EIR was prepared unless the following additional Findings of Fact are made:

1.  The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the environment, or

2. The agency has:

a. Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible as
shown in findings under Section 15091, and

b. Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable
under Section 15091 are acceptable due to overriding concerns as described in Section 15093.
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Finally, with regard to the overriding concerns described above for significant and unavoidable impacts, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093 requires lead agencies to balance environmental impacts with economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits of a proposed project.
If the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be
considered acceptable. If there are significant and unavoidable environmental impacts and the lead agency wishes
to approve a project, the lead agency must state the reasons for approval in writing.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT EIR 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. 
In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues 
received from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared, including both written and oral comments. 

2.1 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Table 2-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of 
the comment letter. Each comment letter is included in its entirety for decision maker consideration before each 
response.  

Table 2-1. Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date 

1 Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 10/12/2016 

2 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal FIRE) 10/17/2016 

3 Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) 10/17/2016 

4 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 10/19/2016 

5 City Staff Notes Summarizing Oral Comments Made During October 20, 2016 Planning 
Commission Public Comment Hearing  

10/20/2016 

6 C. K. Shewmaker 10/23/2016 

7 Glen and Bruce Barton  10/24/2016 

8 Yolo County Farm Bureau  10/26/2016 

9 Development Advisory Services  11/03/2016 

10 Hefner Law/Eastland Ventures 11/03/2016 

11 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  11/03/2016 

12 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 11/03/2016 

13 OPR 11/04/2016 

 

2.2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR 
and responses to these comments. 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues 
received from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared, including both written and oral comments. The focus is 
on comments pertaining to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing potential adverse physical environmental 
impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Project. 
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2.3 COMMENT LETTER #01 
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2.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #01 

Comment 01-1 This comment provides an introduction to the comments that follow. 

Response: No response is required. 

Comment 01-2 The commenter notes that Yolo LAFCo amended its policies on January 28, 2016 to remove 
distinctions between the 10-year and 20-year spheres of influence.  

Response: Exhibit 3.2.2 and the figure legend on page 3-4 have been revised to reflect this 
change. Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for a list of modifications to the Draft EIR.  

Comment 01-3 The commenter suggests that it may be difficult for LAFCo staff to recommend inclusion of 
those areas (i.e., SP-1B and Flood Study Area) where the General Plan indicates that 
development is not programmed before the horizon year of the 2035 General Plan. The 
commenter recommends the City discuss this issue with LAFCo prior to the City’s next 
Municipal Service Review/Sphere of Influence Update.  

Response: This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR or 
environmental effects under CEQA. However, the City takes note of this comment and 
confirms that it is part of the record for consideration by decision makers. The City will 
coordinate with LAFCo in the future, as appropriate, on proposed SOI amendments and/or 
annexations. This EIR covers the full General Plan Planning Area/Urban Limit Line and 
addresses potential environmental effects associated with annexation within the Planning 
Area for the purposes of development consistent with the General Plan. 

Comment 01-4 The commenter expresses concern about the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4.2-3, as the 
Planning Commission could consider, on a case-by-case basis, exceptions and alternative 
means to provide agricultural buffers in cases where the development potential would be 
precluded or severely limited as a result of the required buffer. The commenter recommends 
using the words “Equivalent means” instead of “Exceptions and alternative means” in this 
mitigation measure.  

Response: The text on page 4.2-42 has been revised to read:  

“Exceptions and alternative meansEquivalent means of providing agricultural buffers 
may be considered by the Planning Commission on a case by case basis for parcels 
where development potential would be precluded or severely limited as a result of the 
required buffer size.”  

Comment 01-5 The commenter notes a mistake in the reference to LAFCo.  

Response: The title in reference to LAFCo on page 4.10-10 has been revised to read as 
follows: 
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“Local AreaAgency Formation Commission 2011 City of Woodland Municipal 
Service Review” 

Comment 01-6 The commenter notes that the following 2035 General Plan policies do not have correlating 
action items or implementation programs and recommends that the 2035 General Plan 
include more policy guidance. Referenced policies include: 

► Policy 7.C.1 Annexation. Annex land to the City only as it is needed for development of 
designated growth areas. Annexation of agricultural land will not be permitted unless 
urban development consistent with the General Plan has been approved. 

► Policy 7.C.2 Agricultural Uses Within the ULL. Where agriculture exists within the 
ULL, allow uses to continue until urban development (consistent with the General Plan) 
occurs on these properties. 

► Policy 7.C.3 Surrounding Agricultural Land. Encourage Yolo County to conserve 
agricultural soils, preserve agricultural land surrounding the ULL, and promote the 
continuation of existing agricultural operations.  

► Policy 7.C.4 Compatibility. Ensure that urban development within the ULL does not 
affect the economic viability of adjacent agricultural practices located outside the ULL. 

► Policy 7.C.5 Agricultural Buffer. Require new development that occurs at the edge of 
the ULL to be set back a minimum of 300 feet from adjacent agricultural land where 
possible. Exceptions and alternative means of providing agricultural buffers may be 
considered by the Planning Commission on a case by case basis for parcels whose 
dimensions would preclude or severely limit development potential with the required 
buffer size. The buffer shall be landscaped and may include public right of way. 

 Response: This is a comment on the Draft General Plan, not the substance of the Draft EIR. 
Regardless, the City is confident that these policies provide sufficient direction for decision 
making. Should further direction in the form of implementation programs be necessary, such 
direction may be added as implementation programs in the future without the need for a 
General Plan Amendment. 
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2.5 COMMENT LETTER #02  
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2.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #02 

Comment 02-1 The commenter notes that she is providing information related to CAL FIRE’s land use 
planning program and does not request a response.  

Response: No response is required.  

Comment 02-2 The commenter clarifies that the City is not required to submit the Safety Element to the 
Board of Forestry for review but that the City may consider consulting two resource 
documents. The City takes note of this comment.  

Response: No response is required. The City takes note of this comment.  
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2.7 COMMENT LETTER #03  
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2035 General Plan and CAP Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Woodland 2-11 Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

2.8 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #03 

Comment 03-1 This is an introductory comment only, which the City acknowledges.  

Response: No response is required.  

Comment 03-2 The commenter recommends that the EIR be revised to reflect that the Triennial Plan 
Assessment was adopted in July 2016.  

Response: The EIR on Page 16 of “Air Quality” has been revised to read as follows: 

“The most current AQAP update was adopted in July 2016 adopted in April 2013; 
however, YSAQMD is currently in the process of finalizing the 2015 Triennial 
Assessment and Plan Update (YSAQMD 2016).”  

Comment 03-3 The commenter states that the thresholds of significance for air toxics was adopted for 
stationary sources, however the District believes that it is an accurate assessment for mobile 
sources, as well.  

Response: The “Air Quality” section of the EIR has been revised on page 4.3-20 to include 
the following new footnote number 10 concerning TAC emissions: 

10 The YSAQMD notes that this threshold was adopted specifically for the 
evaluation of stationary source impacts and that it believes that this threshold can 
provide an accurate and conservative assessment of the significance of mobile 
source-related impacts from air toxics from mobile sources, such as diesel 
particulate matter. The YSAQMD also notes that no specific threshold of 
significance for toxic impacts has been adopted for mobile sources and that the 10 
in one million threshold has been used by lead agencies for assessing mobile 
source impacts.  

Comment 03-4 The commenter agrees with the City’s conclusions concerning Mitigation Measures 4.3-3a 
through 4.3-3d.  

Response: The City acknowledges the Air District’s concurrence.  

Comment 03-5 The commenter states that if the City intends to rely on the CAP and the EIR for tiering 
purposes, the City would need to demonstrate that the goals for greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions in the CAP have been implemented and the targets have been met.  

Response: The City agrees with this comment and has included Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a, 
which creates an implementation program for the 2035 General Plan that relates to 
monitoring and updating the CAP over time to meet appropriate reduction targets. Please 
refer to pages 4.5-38 and 4.5-39 of the Draft EIR for details.  

In addition, the CAP includes Chapter 5, “Implementation and Monitoring,” which addresses 
the City’s approach to CAP implementation, including tracking the performance of each 
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reduction measure and the need to evaluate, update, and amend the CAP over time, so the 
plan remains effective and current. 
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2.9 COMMENT LETTER #04 
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2.10 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #04 

Comment 04-1 The commenter describes the NFIP floodplain management building requirements.  

Response: The Draft EIR also includes relevant regulatory background information. This 
comment is noted. 

Comment 04-2 The commenter describes the NFIP floodplain management building requirements.  

Response: The Draft EIR also includes relevant regulatory background information. This 
comment is noted. 

Comment 04-3 The commenter describes the NFIP floodplain management building requirements.  

Response: The Draft EIR also includes relevant regulatory background information. This 
comment is noted. 

Comment 04-4 The commenter offers contact information for local and County floodplain managers.  

Response: The City acknowledges receipt of this contact information.  
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2.11 COMMENT LETTER #05  
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2.12 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #05 

Comment 05-1 The commenter asks about the relationship between the environmentally superior alternative 
and the No Project alternative. 

Response: When the environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project Alternative” then 
CEQA provides that the EIR must identify the next environmentally superior alternative. For 
the City of Woodland General Plan EIR, the environmentally superior alternative is the South 
Alternative. Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR for details regarding the alternatives 
and alternatives analysis.  

Comment 05-2 The commenter is asking whether or not the process of developing the General Plan is still 
occurring.  

Response: This comment is related to the Project, but not the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 
assessing the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. The City 
takes note of the comments.  

Comment 05-3 The commenter asks about the process for evaluating later projects if they are different from 
the adopted General Plan. 

Response: These comments are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for analyzing 
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project. Later projects that differ from 
the General Plan would require a General Plan Amendment and CEQA evaluation to proceed. 
See also response to comment 05-5 below. 

Comment 05-4 The commenter asks, if the Commission directs the General Plan to the south or east, whether 
this would affect the relevance of information presented in the Draft EIR.  

Response: The General Plan EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of both of the referenced 
alternatives. The Draft EIR will not be modified to remove the environmental analysis for the 
alternative that was not selected. However, the Draft General Plan will be modified to reflect 
the final decision by Council. 

Comment 05-5 The commenter asks if the City chooses the South Alternative, but in a few years decides to 
proceed instead with the East Alternative or projects contemplated in the East Alternative, 
whether the EIR will remain applicable.  

Response: The Draft EIR comprehensively analyzes both the East and South Alternatives. If 
the scenario described by the commenter were to occur, it is likely that there would be useful 
information in the Draft EIR that could be tiered from or used in a supplemental, subsequent, 
or other type of new or revised environmental analysis. 

Comment 05-6 The commenter is concerned that the No Project Alternative is stated as being worse in 
relation to the CAP component than either of the growth alternatives. The commenter refers 
to Table 5-24 of the Draft EIR, which is a summary comparison of the relative environmental 
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effects associated with the No Project Alternative, the East Alternative, and the South 
Alternative.  

Response: The Draft EIR discloses analysis of the alternatives both with respect to the total 
emissions and also the emissions per capita and per employee. As described in detail in 
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR (see pages 5-36 through 5-40), the No Project Alternative would 
result in fewer total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as compared to the East Alternative 
and South Alternative. The 2035 CAP, which applies to the East and South Alternatives, 
would ensure that GHG emission rates within Woodland are consistent with those necessary 
statewide to achieve the State’s own goals. As noted in Chapter 5, with policies in the 2035 
General Plan and reduction strategies included in the 2035 CAP, the East and South 
Alternatives would be efficient enough to provide Woodland’s fair share of the State’s overall 
GHG emission reduction goals. The State of California has approved GHG emission 
reduction targets that apply to the State government (including AB 32, Executive Order B-30-
15, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05), and Woodland’s 2035 CAP demonstrates that the 
rate of GHG emissions with implementation of the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP would 
be consistent with the State’s targets. While the No Project Alternative would demonstrate 
consistency with State emission reduction legislation for 2020, proceeding with the No 
Project Alternative would not allow the City to demonstrate consistency with the longer-term 
State goals for 2030 and 2050.  

Comment 05-7 The commenter inquired regarding the similarities of the air quality impacts for the two 
alternatives (Chapter 4-3 and 4-5) and recommends that in the East Alternative, construction 
of the new interchange and new flood work should be considered in the construction impacts 
analysis.  

Response: The environmental analysis examines overall implementation of each alternative, 
including acreage developed, land use types, and the amount of land use change. This 
includes forecast land use change through 2035 for the East Alternative and South Alternative 
throughout Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 of the EIR, as well as analysis of buildout of the City’s 
Planning Area in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. The operational air quality and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions analysis takes into account the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated 
with each alternative, including travel along both existing and new transportation facilities 
(including interchanges). Individual projects that could be developed within the Planning 
Area were not specifically included in the analysis due to the uncertainty of specific projects 
and the lack of details regarding design and timing. However, the EIR does analyze the 
overall construction and operational emissions of the Proposed Project at a programmatic 
level, using a methodology that is appropriate for a General Plan. Consistent with guidance 
from the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD), the Draft EIR “ensures 
consideration of the cumulative impacts of the entire project, as opposed to the case-by-case 
analysis of the project’s individual components” (YSAQMD 2007, page 24). Within the 
environmental analysis for construction-related emissions, the City included conservative 
assumptions to account for the fact that the timing and details associated with future projects 
is unknown. As described on page 4.3-18 of the Draft EIR, the City assumed that 25 percent 
of the total land uses could be constructed in a single year. This is unlikely, and therefore the 
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Draft EIR likely overestimated potential construction-related effects. Also, the Draft EIR 
assumed that development would be constructed in the earliest possible construction year 
(2017). This assumption also provides a conservative estimate of the proposed project’s 
construction-related emissions because emission factors for construction equipment and 
vehicles decrease over time due to turnover in vehicle and equipment fleets, advancements in 
emission technology, and increasingly stringent emissions standards. Because the overall 
development assumptions for both alternatives are similar, the maximum annual construction-
related emissions associated with each alternative is also similar. Please see Section 4.3 of the 
Draft EIR, and in particular, pages 4.3-21 through 4.3-25 for details.  

Comment 05-8 The commenter asked whether Table 4-2-8 comparing acres of agricultural land for SP-1 is 
correct. 

Response: Table 4-2-8 on page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR contains errors and has been revised 
as shown below: 

Table 4.2-8. Acres of Each Type of Farmland in SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3 
Type SP-1 SP-2 SP-3 

Prime Farmland 134.5700.3 0.0 213.29 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 0.0 374.9 0.0 
Unique Farmland 0.0 393.5 0.0 
Total Important Farmland 134.5700.3 768.4 213.29 
Other Farmland 0.031.3 66.43 59.13 
Sources: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 2012; City of Woodland 2013; Yolo County 2013; SACOG Mapping Center 2014; Dyett 

& Bhatia 2013 

 

Table 4.2-8 shows the total amount of Important Farmland in SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3, as shown 
in Exhibit 4.2-1 in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. Tables 4.2-10 and 
4.2-11 in the same section show the expected amount of farmland conversion from the 
implementation of the East and South Alternatives, respectively. Tables 4.2-10 and 4.2-11 
show impacts to all farmland in the Planning Area that is expected to convert, including 
farmland in SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3, as well as farmland outside of those areas.  

For further clarification, Table Comment 05-8a, below, shows the existing, projected change 
in, and remaining amount of farmland from implementation of the East Alternative in SP-1, 
SP-2, and SP-3, as well as remaining areas of the Planning Area. Table Comment 05-8b 
shows the same for the South Alternative. For the East Alternative, it is assumed that all 
farmland in SP-1A, the Southern Gateway portion of SP-1B, approximately 25 percent of SP-
2 (as shown in Exhibit 4.2-7), SP-3, and all farmland in remaining areas of the Planning Area 
will convert. For the South Alternative, it is assumed that farmland in SP-1, SP-3, and all 
farmland in remaining areas will convert. 
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Table Comment 05-8a.  Existing and Projected Change in Important Farmland Acreage - East Alternative 

  

Existing 
Acres 

Change (Acres 
Converted) 

Remaining Farmland Acres at 
General Plan Horizon Year (2035) 

SP-1 

Prime Farmland 700.3 494.4 205.9 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Unique Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 700.3 494.4 205.9 

SP-2 

Prime Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 374.9 11.5 363.4 

Unique Farmland 393.5 124.3 269.2 

Total Important Farmland 768.4 135.8 632.5 

SP-3 

Prime Farmland 213.3 213.3 0.0 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Unique Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 213.3 213.3 0.0 

Outside 
Specific 
Plan 
Areas1 

Prime Farmland 631.1 631.1 0.0 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 26.2 26.2 0.0 

Unique Farmland 41.4 41.4 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 698.7 698.7 0.0 

TOTAL 

Prime Farmland 1,544.7 1,338.7 205.9 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 401.1 37.7 363.4 

Unique Farmland 434.9 165.7 250.6 

Total Important Farmland 2,380.7 1,542.2 838.5 
Notes:  
1. This includes all farmland outside of SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3, including areas in the Flood Study Area. As shown in Exhibit 
4.2-1, this includes farmland north and east of SP-1, north of SP-2, north of SP-3, and east of County Road 102. 
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Table Comment 05-8b.  Existing and Projected Change in Important Farmland Acreage - South Alternative 

  

Existing 
Acres 

Change (Acres 
Converted) 

Remaining Farmland Acres at 
General Plan Horizon Year (2035) 

SP-1 

Prime Farmland 700.3 700.3 0.0 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Unique Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 700.3 700.3 0.0 

SP-2 

Prime Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 374.9 0.0 374.9 

Unique Farmland 393.5 0.0 393.5 

Total Important Farmland 768.4 0.0 768.4 

SP-3 

Prime Farmland 213.3 213.3 0.0 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Unique Farmland 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 213.3 213.3 0.0 

Outside 
Specific Plan 
Areas1 

Prime Farmland 631.1 631.1 0.0 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 26.2 26.2 0.0 

Unique Farmland 41.4 41.4 0.0 

Total Important Farmland 698.7 698.7 0.0 

TOTAL 

Prime Farmland 1,544.6 1,544.6 0.0 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 401.1 26.2 374.9 

Unique Farmland 434.9 41.4 393.5 

Total Important Farmland 2,380.6 1,612.3 768.4 
Note: 
1. This includes all farmland outside of SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3, including areas in the Flood Study Area. As shown in Exhibit 
4.2-1, this includes farmland north and east of SP-1, north of SP-2, north of SP-3, and east of County Road 102. 

 

Comment 05-9 The commenter references AB 162, which is discussed in the “Regulatory Framework” 
subsection of Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, “Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality” and 
also suggests that development in flood zones should be limited. The commenter also 
requests consistency between the City and the County regarding flood matters.  

Response: AB 162 requires cities and counties to amend the land use, conservation, safety, 
and housing elements of their general plans to address flood-related matters. These 
requirements have been incorporated into the City’s General Plan Update. Section 4.9 of the 
Draft EIR comprehensively addresses flood risk related to the Proposed Project.  

Regarding consistency between the City in flood matters, the City and County are both 
subject to federal and State regulations related to development in flood-prone areas. As 
summarized in the “Regulatory Framework” subsection of Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, 
existing laws and regulations reduce the potential environmental impact, including at the 
federal level (FEMA and Executive Order 11988) and at the State level (2007 Flood 
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Legislation, Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, and California Department of Water 
Resources regulations). County policies and regulations are described on pages 4.9-25 and 
4.9-26 of the Draft EIR, existing City policies and regulations are described on pages 4.9-28 
through 4.9-31 of the Draft EIR and proposed City policies are described on pages 4.9-55 
through 4.9-57 of the Draft EIR.  

Comment 05-10 The commenter notes the Yolo County Policies on page 4.9-25 to 4.9-27 of the EIR. The 
commenter also brings attention to Policy 8.B.3 in the General Plan, which spells out flood 
management requirements of flood hazard zones.  

Response: Please also see response to comment 05-9. Pursuant to State and federal law, the 
County and City both regulate development on land within their jurisdiction that is subject to 
flooding. In addition, each jurisdiction has local flood control policies and regulations that 
would apply to land within each jurisdiction. As noted above, the County’s polices and 
regulations are summarized on pages 4.9-25 and 4.9-26 of the Draft EIR, existing City 
policies and regulations are summarized on pages 4.9-28 through 4.9-31 of the Draft EIR, and 
proposed City policies are summarized on pages 4.9-55 through 4.9-57 of the Draft EIR.  

Comment 05-11 The commenter expresses concern related to the equal weight alternatives analysis included 
in the Draft EIR and the development assumptions for SP-2.  

Response: This comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project, including both alternatives 
included in the analysis.  

Comment 05-12 The commenter would like the EIR to show that if the City builds to the east, that growth 
could exceed 7,000 dwelling units. The commenter notes that it was the will of the 
community to cap it at 7,000 units but building in the east of the City would likely exceed 
that and that 14,000 units is more realistic and would still keep the City below neighboring 
communities. As an example, the commenter listed growth numbers for other communities 
between 2000 and 2010.  

Response: The General Plan Update anticipates the development of up to 7,000 new 
residential units through 2035. Therefore, the EIR analyzes the Project Alternatives using this 
assumption. An increase in housing beyond the projected 7,000 units proposed as part of the 
2035 General Plan would be subject to additional CEQA review.  

Comment 05-13 The commenter notes that market conditions will influence development under the General 
Plan and that different communities have different development and planning conditions.  

Response: This comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. 

Comment 05-14 The commenter discusses elements related to future policy actions and shares an observation 
related to future infrastructure costs.  

Response: This comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
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environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. 

Comment 05-15 The commenter notes that removing the 7,000-unit cap from the East Alternative results in a 
substantial increase in the GHG emissions in comparison with the South Alternative. The 
commenter further comments that the City may not get complete neighborhoods and a town 
center, and that if this happens, the difference in GHG emissions between the Project 
Alternatives may be greater.  

Response: Although this comment was in the section of the hearing dealing with the Climate 
Action Plan and not the Draft EIR, it has been included here for informational purposes. The 
GHG emissions analysis presented in the Draft EIR is based on the Project Alternatives 
described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description.” Please see also the response to 
comment 03-05.  
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2.13 COMMENT LETTER #06 
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2.14 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #06 

Comment 06-1 The commenter states that it is not reasonable to assume that Woodland would or could stay 
with the Preliminary (2020) CAP under the “No Project Alternative” due to State laws that do 
not permit the less ambitious greenhouse gas goals in the Preliminary CAP.  

Response: As noted on page 5-20 of the “Alternatives” Chapter of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the Preliminary CAP is a part of the No Project Alternative, as is 
implementation of the 2002 General Plan (in addition to any amendments that occurred prior 
to the initiation of the General Plan Update). The alternative assumes that the City would 
continue implementation of the Preliminary CAP and implementation of applicable statewide 
requirements. In addition, the City notes that there is no State mandate for a climate action 
plan and no State mandate to prepare a climate action plan focused on any particular planning 
horizon. 

Comment 06-2 The commenter contends that another reason why the 2020 Preliminary CAP should not be 
considered a part of the No Project Alternative is because it had to be corrected to include 
solid waste in Woodland GHG emissions total, not Yolo County’s, and that the MW in the 
renewable energy should be increased. The commenter also states that “due to changes in PV 
efficiencies estimates,” the renewable energy goals in the 2035 Draft CAP were changed. 

Response: The commenter correctly notes that several revisions were made to technical work 
from the Preliminary CAP (that addresses 2020) to create the Draft CAP, which addresses a 
2035 planning horizon and reduction target. Solid waste emissions were previously excluded 
from the Preliminary CAP and were added to the Draft 2035 CAP in order to more accurately 
reflect best practices in preparing community GHG inventories. However, and as explained 
above, the State does not require drafting of a CAP, and the fact that the 2020 Preliminary 
CAP may contain older methodology or reflect different practices does not mean that it is 
unreasonable to assume continued implementation of it for the No Project Alternative. The 
Draft 2035 CAP calculated the community’s solid waste emissions based on the methane 
commitment method described in the Global Protocol for Community-scale Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Inventories (GPC). In order to maintain consistency across all CAP inventory and 
forecast years, solid waste emissions were estimated for the 2005 baseline year, as well as the 
2020 and 2035 forecast years. See 2035 Draft CAP Appendix C, 2035 Forecasts and Target 
Methodology for further description of the solid waste emissions inputs and calculation 
methodology.  

The statement regarding PV efficiencies is partially correct. The Draft 2035 CAP also 
recalculated the GHG reduction potential from Strategy E-6, Renewable Energy Generation 
and Procurement. The original calculation resulted in double counting the reduction potential 
from Strategy E-6 and the reductions assumed in the 2020 GHG forecasts from 
implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS). The GHG reduction 
calculations for Strategy E-6 in the Draft 2035 CAP were performed using a “bottom-up” 
calculation of the electricity generation potential of solar PV systems in Woodland based on 
outputs from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. The total electricity general 
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potential was then multiplied by a business-as-usual electricity emissions factor that assumes 
the RPS is not implemented. Reductions related to implementation of the RPS were then 
calculated separately in the adjusted business-as-usual emissions forecast scenario to avoid 
double counting reductions from Strategy E-6. Further, in order to maintain the same amount 
of GHG reductions previously envisioned in the Preliminary CAP, the total amount of PV 
installations was revised upward to offset the lower reduction potential of each PV system 
based on the new consideration of double counting with the RPS reductions. As a result, the 
goals for solar PV installations in the community are higher in the 2035 Draft CAP than 
previously shown in the Preliminary CAP. The 2035 Draft CAP now also includes policy 
direction on what should happen if these new solar PV installation targets are not met or the 
City finds during CAP monitoring that installations on not on-track to achieve the targets by 
2020 and 2035. See 2035 Draft CAP Appendix D, 2035 CAP Strategy Metrics for a 
description of the GHG reduction calculation methodology for Strategy E-6.  

Comment 06-3 The commenter contends that using the Preliminary CAP as part of the No Project 
Alternative leads to the conclusion that the No Project Alternative is environmentally worse 
than either the South or East Alternative. The commenter further contends that if the 2035 
Draft CAP with a goal of 2.25 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per service 
population (MT CO2e/SP) is used, the No Project Alternative (at 5,400 new residences) is 
better than either the East or South (at 7,000 new residences) for the climate.  

Response: Comparing the Preliminary 2020 CAP to the proposed revised 2035 CAP, the 
latter is a better, more complete, more up-to-date, more forward reaching plan – this supports 
a conclusion that it is an environmentally superior CAP compared to the current one. This is a 
separate issue from the growth encompassed in each CAP, which is the commenter’s point 
and which is acknowledged in the analysis where it is demonstrated that lower overall 
emissions under the No Project Alternative as compared to the East and South Alternatives. 
The Draft EIR discloses analysis of the alternatives both with respect to the total emissions 
and also the emissions per capita and per employee. As described in detail in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR (see pages 5-36 through 5-40), the No Project Alternative would result in fewer 
total GHG emissions as compared to the East Alternative and South Alternative. The 2035 
CAP, however, which applies to the East and South Alternatives, would ensure that GHG 
emission rates within Woodland are consistent with those necessary statewide to the State’s 
own goals. With policies in the 2035 General Plan and reduction strategies included in the 
2035 CAP, the East and South Alternatives would be efficient enough to provide Woodland’s 
fair share of the State’s overall GHG emission reduction goals. The State of California has 
approved GHG emission reduction targets that apply to the State government (including AB 
32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05), and Woodland’s 2035 
CAP demonstrates that the rate of GHG emissions with implementation of the 2035 General 
Plan and 2035 CAP would be consistent with the State’s targets. While the No Project 
Alternative would demonstrate consistency with State emission reduction legislation for 
2020, implementation of the Preliminary CAP would not allow the City to demonstrate 
consistency with the longer-term State goals for 2030 and 2050. 

Comment 06-4 The commenter points out a typo.  
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Response: The last sentence on Page 5-62 of “Alternatives” has been changed to use this 
symbol “>,” when referring to a greater overall impact.  

Comment 06-5 The commenter states that air quality and climate impacts are similar for the South and East 
Alternatives. The commenter states that the I-5 interchange should be noted for the East 
Alternative but not for the South Alternative.  

Response: Please see the response to comment 05-07. 

Comment 06-6 The commenter states that the East calculations should include a flood solution.  

Response: Please see the response to comment 05-7. 

Comment 06-7 The commenter notes that references to the air quality modeling appendix is Appendix C, not 
D.  

Response: The requested change has been made. 

Comment 06-8 The commenter notes a discrepancy between the global warming potential of methane in the 
CAP and Draft EIR.  

Response: The reference to global warming potential (GWP) values in the CAP has been 
updated on page 3-1 to reflect a methane GWP value of 28, per the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) 5th Assessment Report (AR5). This report represents the current 
industry standard for GWP values used in international GHG inventories. While GWP values 
are revised with some regularity (for example, through revisions to the IPCC Assessment 
Reports), the CAP analysis represents a snapshot in time based on the most current 
information available at its time of preparation. With this change, the CAP and Draft EIR are 
consistent.  

Comment 06-9 The commenter correctly notes that for purposes of the 2035 CAP analysis, emissions 
associated with the agricultural reuse of wastewater are assumed to continue in the 
community through the 2035 time horizon.  

Response: The 2035 GHG analysis does not attempt to estimate the future location of 
wastewater reuse within the community. The 2035 GHG forecasts from this source are based 
on a scenario in which the rate of emissions generation per unit of activity (e.g., population, 
employment, service population) remains constant. In particular, the wastewater reuse 
emissions for 2035 were calculated based on the same equation used to estimate that sector’s 
emissions in 2020.  

If in the future, there was no agricultural reuse of wastewater, the City may wish to update 
this portion of the GHG inventory. However, the City currently has no evidence that would 
suggest agricultural wastewater reuse would cease. Alternative assumptions regarding this 
issue would be speculative at this time. For the purposes of the analysis, the GHG emissions 
associated with the tomato cannery effluent are retained as part of the City’s emissions 
inventory. This would present a conservative analysis of GHG emissions if this practice were 
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to cease in the future.  

Even if this practice were to cease, this would have a very minor effect on GHG emissions 
estimates. GHG emissions associated with wastewater reuse in the agricultural industry 
represent less than 1% of total community-wide emissions in the 2005 base year inventory 
and approximately 1% of the total community-wide emissions in the adjusted 2035 business 
as usual scenario. CAP reduction strategies were not developed specifically to address this 
sector because greater reduction opportunity is available in other sectors (e.g., energy, solid 
waste). Please see also the response to comment 03-5.  

Comment 06-10 The commenter asks for clarification regarding wastewater reuse and tomato waste from the 
cannery.  

Response: The following footnote has been added for wastewater reuse for Tables 4.5-1 and 
4.5-7, on pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-22 respectively, in Chapter 4.5 “Climate Change, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions and Energy”: 

“Wastewater reuse emissions result from agricultural applications in which organic 
material in the wastewater biodegrades to create CO2 and N2O, among the byproducts. 
This includes tomato washing, processing, and canning at Pacific Coast Producers, and 
the spray application of this tomato process wastewater to fields using sprinkler and 
surface irrigation.” 

Comment 06-11 The commenter states that the City should aim for Zero Net Energy beginning in 2017 with a 
goal of full implementation by 2020.  

Response: As discussed in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would achieve a 
GHG emissions rate that is consistent with what the State of California would need to achieve 
goals for the State government under AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive 
Order S-3-05. The commenter raises a policy question and does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City notes this comment and confirms that it is part of the 
record for consideration by decision makers.  

Comment 06-12 The commenter notes that Table 4-2-8 may include an error concerning the types of farmland 
in the different Specific Plan Areas.  

Response: See response to comment 05-8. 
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2.15 COMMENT LETTER #07  
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2.16 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #07 

Comment 07-1 The commenters express opposition to the use of an odor mitigation buffer. The commenters 
are opposed to Policies 2.L.5 and 7.F.6, which require odor mitigation and would like to see a 
narrower buffer in at least the area that abuts to CR 102 so that development would be 
allowed there. The commenters believe that a much smaller buffer would be adequate unless 
there is a strong East wind.  

Response: The odor mitigation buffer distances were based on the City’s “Technical Report 
Evaluating General Plan Impacts on the City’s Water Pollution Control Facility,” which 
addresses potential exposure to odor associated with the City’s wastewater treatment plant, 
known as the “Water Pollution Control Facility” (WPCF) and identifies strategies that could 
be used to reduce potential effects. The study above is available with the City for further 
review, at the Department of Community Development, 300 First Street, in Woodland. This 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing potential 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. It raises policy issues which are 
noted and will be considered by decision makers. 

Comment 07-2 The commenters are opposed to the railroad relocation within one-half mile of the County 
Road 102 corridor as the commenter believes it is too close to the city.  

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing 
potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. This comment raises 
policy issues which are noted and will be considered by decision makers.  

Comment 07-3 The commenters state that it appears that the City wants to completely surround their 
property without including the commenter’s property within City limits, and the commenter 
is opposed to becoming an island community.  

 Response: The General Plan applies to the entire incorporated City plus an area that is 
currently outside City limits that includes the commenters’ property, and is identical to the 
Urban Limit Line (ULL) established by City of Woodland voters in 2006. The baseline 
assumption of the approved ULL was that eventually all lands within in ULL boundary 
would be annexed. The rate and location and timing of that process are the subject of the 
current general plan update and likely future General Plans. The discussion concerning 
potential future growth and the final 2035 General Plan will be considered by policy makers. 

This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing potential 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. This comment raises policy 
issues that are noted and included here for consideration by decision makers. 

Comment 07-4 The commenters indicate that they objected to the odor buffer in September 2016.  

Response: See response to comment 07-1, above.  

Comment 07-5 The commenters state that the Draft EIR significantly underestimates the costs and possible 
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delay associated with Policy 2.L.5. The commenters state that this policy conflicts with 
General Plan Policy 5.H.1. See response to comment 07-1, above.  

Response: This comment raises a policy concern appropriate for decision makers to consider 
but does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Comment 07-6 The commenters state that infrequent odor complaints would not justify a wide odor 
mitigation buffer. The commenters state that every facility is different and takes issue with 
the odor significance thresholds used in the Draft EIR on page 4.3-46.  

Response: Regarding the statement on page 4.3-46 of the Draft EIR, this is guidance from the 
Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) on assessing potential odor-
related impacts. Page 31 of YSAQMD’s CEQA reads: 

“Probably the most effective mitigation measure available to reduce odor impacts is the 
establishment of a buffer between the odor source and the nearest receptor. The dimensions of 
the buffer zone should ensure that the project does not expose the public to nuisance levels of 
odorous emissions… In order to determine the appropriate buffer distance, a Lead Agency 
can research similar facilities to ascertain whether odor complaints have been registered by 
nearby receptors.” 

See also response to comment 07-1, above. 

Comment 07-7 The commenters state that the Draft EIR is vague on the location of the potential rail 
relocation and that its ultimate location would impact the adequacy of the EIR.  

Response: The location of the railroad, were it to be moved, is intentionally left unspecified 
in the Draft General Plan and the Draft EIR because it is speculative. While relocating the rail 
line is a goal of the Draft General Plan, details of this effort are not known at this time and 
thus the physical and environmental impacts associated with it cannot be analyzed with any 
confidence. When a proposal to relocate the rail line emerges, it will be subject to a project-
level environmental review.  
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2.17 COMMENT LETTER #8  
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2.18 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #8 

Comment 08-1 The commenter urges the City not to relocate the Yolo County Fairgrounds as a part of 
the 2035 General Plan update.  

 
Response: This comment pertains to the Draft General Plan rather than the substance of 
the Draft EIR and does not raise any substantial environmental issues. The Draft General 
Plan does not include any goals or policies specifically related to relocation of the 
Fairgrounds. The City is contemplating a policy in general support of the fairgrounds, 
whether at the current location or a new one.  
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2.19 COMMENT LETTER #09 
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2.20 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #09 

Comment 09-1 The commenter requests clarifications regarding the boundary of the Flood Study Area and 
SP-3A. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR state that the northerly boundary of SP3-
A with the Flood Study area is approximate and does not reflect the ultimate boundary of the 
flood solution or that the boundary be amended to reflect the “Modified 2A boundary.”  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in analyzing 
potential adverse environmental effects and is included as a comment here for decision maker 
consideration in finalizing the General Plan.  

Comment 09-2 The commenter requests that page numbers in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR be changed to 
match the format of the rest of the document.  

Response: The EIR has been revised accordingly.  

Comment 09-3 The commenter notes a missing word.  

Response: The text on Page 2-1 “Executive Summary” has been revised to read as follows: 
“The purpose of an EIR is neither to recommend approval nor denial of a project but rather to 
provide substantial evidence to support such a decision.” 

Comment 09-4 The commenter identifies two errata in the Executive Summary.  

Response: These corrections have been made. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, 
which summarizes revisions to the Draft EIR.  

Comment 09-5 The commenter notes that under 2.9 on Page 2-9, the text in the first paragraph should say 
Chapter 4, not Section 4.  

Response: The text has been revised to read as follows: “…environmental issues discussed in 
SectionChapter 4 of this EIR…” 

Comment 09-6 The commenter notes that under 2.9 on Page 2-10, the text in the first paragraph should say 
Chapter 4, not Section 4.  

Response: The text has been revised to read as follows: “Cumulative impacts are described in 
detail in SectionChapter 6 of this EIR…” 

Comment 09-7 The commenter requests a revision to clarify LAFCO’s role subsequent to the approval of the 
EIR.  

Response: The existing language was accurate, but the Project Description has been revised 
for additional clarity. The last sentence in Section 3.2.1.1 on Page 3-5 of “Project 
Description” has been revised to read as follows: “This EIR comprehensively addresses 
potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project, including any changes to the City’s 
SOI that may be requested.” provides CEQA coverage for that SOI amendment. 
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Comment 09-8 The commenter suggests adding a sentence to the 2035 General Plan Guiding Principle #10.  

Response: This comment pertains to the 2035 General Plan rather than the Draft EIR. Rather 
than being addressed further in this document, the suggestion will be included as part of the 
record of comments on the Draft General Plan considered by the Planning Commission and 
City Council. 

Comment 09-9 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to 
discussion of the potential development in the flood hazard area under the East Alternative.  

Response: The last paragraph on page 3-20 has been revised to refer to the related General 
Plan policy: 

“According to the 2035 General Plan, development in the new growth areas is 
expected to occur in phases, as shown in Table 3.7-5. Development of SP-1A is 
anticipated to occur first, likely between 2016 and 2025. Development of SP-2 and 
residential development in SP-3A is expected to occur later, though the exact timing 
is uncertain as Specific Plans for these areas may not be approved until a 
comprehensive flood solution and supporting funding have been secured (see 2035 
General Plan Policy 2.B.2). Development of SP-3B and the Southern Gateway 
business park in SP-1B can proceed at any time. Development of the remainder of 
SP-1B and SP-1C is not permitted prior to 2035 without a comprehensive General 
Plan Update and accompanying EIR.”  

Federal and state regulatory requirements are detailed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality.” As described on page 4.9-19, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) regulations that limit development in floodplains. The design 
standard for flood protection is the 1-in-100 annual exceedance probability (AEP) (i.e., the 
100-year flood event). As discussed on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR, the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Act of 2008 establishes that 200-year protection is to be the minimum urban 
level of flood protection. 

Comment 09-10 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to 
discussion of the potential development in the flood hazard area under the South Alternative.  

Response: The last paragraph on page 3-21 has been revised to refer to the related General 
Plan policy: 

“According to the 2035 General Plan, development in the new growth areas is expected 
to occur in phases, as shown in Table 3.7-5. Development of SP-1A is anticipated to 
occur first, likely between 2016 and 2025. Development of SP-1B and SP-1C is expected 
to follow, approximately between 2026 and 2035. The exact timing for the development 
of SP-3A is uncertain as a Specific Plan for this area may not be approved until a 
comprehensive flood solution and supporting funding have been secured (see 2035 
General Plan Policy 2.B.2). Development of SP-3B and the Southern Gateway business 
park in SP-1B can proceed at any time. Development of SP-2 is not permitted prior to 
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2035 without a comprehensive General Plan Update and accompanying EIR, and is not 
planned to occur before 2035 under the South Alternative.” 

Comment 09-11 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to Table 
3.7-5.  

Response: Federal and State regulatory requirements are detailed in Section 4.9 of the Draft 
EIR, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” As described on page 4.9-19, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) regulations that limit development in floodplains. The federal 
design standard for flood protection is the 1-in-100 annual exceedance probability (AEP) 
(i.e., the 100-year flood event). As discussed on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR, the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 establishes that 200-year protection is to be the 
minimum urban level of flood protection applicable to Woodland. Policy 2.B.2 in the Draft 
General Plan will establish the City’s policy with regard to a flood solution. The requested 
changes to the Draft EIR are not needed. 

Comment 09-12 The commenter states that the 2035 General Plan does not contain an Administration 
Chapter.  

Response: The referenced statement refers to the “Introduction and Administration” Chapter. 
See Section 1.8 “Administration on Page IA 1-23 of the General Plan.  

Comment 09-13 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to 
Section 3.8.2.3.  

Response: Please see response to comment 09-11.  

Comment 09-14 The commenter requests explanation of why the East Street Corridor Specific Plan would be 
repealed upon adopted of the 2035 General Plan.  

Response: The last sentence under Section 3.9 “Adoption and Implementation,” has been 
revised on page 3-51 to read as follows:  

“This will include repeal of the East Street Corridor Specific Plan because the City has 
deemed that the 2035 General Plan will better meet the community’s goals for the East 
Street Corridor than the Specific Plan that was adopted in 1998.” 

Comment 09-15 The commenter states that the “agencies expected to use this EIR” have an “interest” not a 
“control” over the environmental concerns in the City.  

Response: The text has been revised on Page 3-50 under Section 3.10 “Agencies Expected to 
Use this EIR,” to read as follows:  

“A number of other jurisdictional and permit-granting agencies have control over specific 
environmental concerns in the Cityjurisdiction over activities that could occur within the 
City’s Planning Area during implementation of the Proposed Project.” 
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Comment 09-16 The commenter states a preferred revision.  

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. The text on page 3-51 
of “Project Description,” has been revised to read as follows:  

“Unless otherwise specified, any reference to “consulting with” or “coordinating with” 
other agencies in no way delegates, transfers, or assigns the City’s responsibility…” 

Comment 09-17 The commenter asks that the year of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) be added.  

Response: The text has been revised on Page 4.0-2 of “Environmental Impact Analysis,” to 
read as follows:  

“This subsection provides relevant information about the existing physical environment 
related to the particular environmental topic. In accordance with Section 15125 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of the physical environment describes existing 
conditions within the City at the time the initial NOP was filed (2013)—unless otherwise 
noted.” 

Comment 09-18 The commenter notes that Section 4.2.2.5 on page 4.2-8 should be changed to Section 4.2.3, 
“Regulatory Setting.”  

Response: The term “Regulatory Framework” is correct. The reference has been changed to 
Section 4.2.3.  

Comment 09-19 The commenter notes that only 10 of 11 locations of Williamson Act contracts adjacent to the 
Planning Area are explained.  

Response: The last sentence in the last paragraph under Section 4.2.2.5 “Williamson Act 
Land in the Planning Area,” has been revised to read as follows:  

“As shown in Exhibit 4.2-2, as of FY 2010/2011 there are Williamson Act properties 
adjacent to the Planning Area. Based on communication with the Yolo County Assessor’s 
Office, there have been no new Williamson Act contracts added in Yolo County since FY 
2010/2011 (Yolo County Assessor’s Office 2016). As of FY 2010/2011, there are eleven 
Williamson Act contracts adjacent to the Planning Area and several near the Planning 
Area. Two properties under Williamson Act contract are located along the northern edge 
of the Planning Area; two are west of SP-3; two are adjacent to SP-1C; three are adjacent 
to SP-1B; and one is adjacent to the Spring Lake Specific Plan area; and one is southeast 
of the southeastern corner of the City’s Planning Area.” 

Comment 09-20 The commenter notes that a bullet of “Agricultural Mitigation” on page 4.2-25 has a 
reference to subsections that are not in the Draft EIR.  

Response: The term “Agricultural Mitigation” is a header within an existing Yolo County 
LAFCo Agricultural Conservation Policy and is not new text in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, 
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no changes have been made to the Draft EIR. 

Comment 09-21 Commenter suggests removing reference to 2035 General Plan Policy 2.B.1.  

Response: No changes have been made since Policy 2.B.1 furthers the objective of orderly 
growth and infill development, which reduces development pressure on agricultural land. 

Comment 09-22 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to Table 
4.2-13.  

Response: Please see response to comment 09-11.  

Comment 09-23 The commenter suggests adding the word “City,” before “public services” on page 4.2-35 in 
the first paragraph.  

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. This change has been 
made.  

Comment 09-24 The commenter comments that loss of farmland can be mitigated with conservation of 
farmland of greater or equal quality. 

Response: Farmland is an irreplaceable and finite resource. Mitigation programs neither 
replace the converted land nor create new farmland. There is still a net loss of the resource. 
Therefore, the impact is not fully mitigated under CEQA.  

Comment 09-25 The commenter notes detail missing in the description of Williamson Act contracts adjacent 
to the Planning Area.  

Response: The third paragraph under “Potential Impacts Associated with Implementation of 
the Proposed Project,” has been revised to read as follows: 

“As shown in Exhibit 4.2-2, two properties are located north of the Planning Area 
adjacent to land that is designated Flood Study Area; two are located west of SP-3 and 
adjacent to land that is already developed; and one is south of the Spring Lake Specific 
Plan. two properties under Williamson Act contract are located along the northern edge 
of the Planning Area; two are west of SP-3; two are adjacent to SP-1C; three are adjacent 
to SP-1B; and one is adjacent to the Spring Lake Specific Plan area.; and one is adjacent 
to the southeast corner of the Planning Area.” 

Comment 09-26 The commenter comments that the summary of impact for Impact 4.2-3 should be revised 
from “significant and unavoidable” to “less than significant with mitigation.”  

Response: This comment is noted, but no changes have been made to the EIR. Although the 
agricultural buffer will help prevent conflict between urbanized areas and surrounding 
farmland, it cannot be guaranteed that farmland would not be indirectly impacted by 
development envisioned in the Plan. Therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable. 
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Comment 09-27 The commenter states that the Draft EIR mentions the Master Plan Remainder Area but that 
there is not a description.  

Response: The Master Plan Remainder Area is west of the Spring Lake Specific Plan Area, 
west of County Road 101 and south of Road 24. 

Comment 09-28 The commenter provides the population counts for 2016 and states that the Draft EIR’s 
population is inaccurate.  

Response: At the time of Draft EIR preparation, the 2016 population figures were not 
available yet to the City. The 2016 population number does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. No change is warranted. 

Comment 09-29 The commenter suggests the addition of text describing that the East Street Corridor Specific 
Plan is proposed to be repealed. 

Response: The paragraph under “East Street Corridor Specific Plan, 1998, Revised 2005,” on 
page 4.10-19 has been revised to include the following text at the end of the paragraph: 

“As discussed in the Project Description under Section 3.9, following adoption of the 
2035 General Plan, the City will begin the process of updating active specific plans, 
master plans, and other implementation documents to be consistent with the new plan, 
and reflect the adopted policy language, and design and development guidance. This will 
include repeal of the East Street Corridor Specific Plan because the City has deemed that 
the 2035 General Plan will better meet the community’s goals for the East Street Corridor 
than the Specific Plan that was adopted in 1998.” 

Comment 09-30 The commenter asks for a definition of the word “environed” on page 4.10-28.  

Response: The City notes this is a typographical error. The word has been corrected to be 
“envisioned.” 

Comment 09-31 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to the 
discussion of impacts from the Proposed Project on page 4.10-30.  

Response: Please see response to comment 09-11.  

Comment 09-32 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to 
discussion of a flood solution on page 5-22.  

Response: The reference to a comprehensive flood solution on page 5-22 is an excerpt from 
Policy 2.L.5 of the Draft General Plan. This comment addresses text changes in the Draft 
General Plan, rather than the adequacy of the EIR or specific environmental effects. 

Comment 09-33 The commenter identifies that the second to last sentence on page 5-36 is not complete. The 
sentence has been revised to read as follows:  
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Since “Tthe No Project Alternative would include less development than the East and 
South Alternatives in terms of number of dwelling units, added population, amount of 
new non-residential square footage, and number of employees.” 

Comment 09-34 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to the 
discussion of flooding impacts in Section 5.5.9.5 on page 5-47. 

Response: Please see response to comment 09-11.  

Comment 09-35 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to Table 
5-16.  

Response: The note on Table 5-16 is consistent with the discussion of potential development 
and the comprehensive flood solution on page 4.9-51 

Comment 09-36 The commenter notes a typo on page 5-49.  

Response: The last sentence on page 5-49 has been revised to read as follows:  

“Compared to the East Alternative, more non-residential development would occur 
within the Downtown area, and no non-residential development would occur in SP-32 
(Table 5-3).” 

Comment 09-37 The commenter notes a typo.  

Response: The last sentence on Page 5-62 “Alternatives,” has been changed to use this 
symbol “>,” when referring to a greater overall impact. 

Comment 09-38 The commenter suggests that Table 5-24 be revised to reverse the stated impact conclusions 
of alternative comparisons for Climate Change, GHG Emissions and Energy impacts.  

Response: Under the entry for “East Alternative” the symbol for the South Alternative has 
been changed to “=.” 

Comment 09-39 The commenter notes that the changes from comment 09-38 should be reflected throughout 
Chapter 5.  

Response: No change has been made to Section 5.5.5 “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy,” as the analysis is correct and consistent with the change made to 
Table 5-25, and reflected in response to comment 09-38.  

Comment 09-40 The commenter references page 6-22 concerning the cumulative impact associated with the 
loss of giant garter snake and asks what would happen if the Yolo County Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) is never completed 
or is never adopted by the City. The commenter also asks what would happen if the City 
chose not to participate.  

Response: If the HCP/NCCP is not completed or adopted by the City, the City would still be 
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required to comply with the federal and State Endangered Species Act requirements to reduce 
potential impacts on giant garter snake. The City is already a legal member of the Joint 
Powers Agency and the City Council has directed the City’s continued participation in the 
effort. 

Comment 09-41 The commenter notes that a reference to the “City’s policies” is unclear with regards to City 
policies that prevent conversion of additional agricultural land outside of the Urban Limit 
Line.  

Response: The Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the reference is to the voter-
approved Urban Limit Line (ULL), which established policy for the City in the form of voter 
approved amendments to the General Plan. 

Comment 09-42 The commenter suggests adding language consistent with page 4.9-51 5th paragraph to Impact 
4.9-51 on page 4.9-50. The commenter also asks what would happen if the City chose not to 
participate.  

Response: The language on page 4.9-50 regarding development in flood hazard areas is a 
brief summary of the discussion of potential impacts that follows. No changes to the Draft 
EIR have been made. 

Comment 09-43 The commenter supports the language regarding the flood solution and recommends all other 
relevant language be consistent with the 5th paragraph of page 4.9-51.  

Response: Please see response to comment 09-11.  

 The second paragraph under Impact 4.9-6 on page 4.9-58, and also on page 4.9-59 has been 
revised to read as follows:  

“…with funding secured, consistent with DWR’s urban level of flood protection 
(Nov. 2013), and with Government Code Sections 65007 (a-c), 65865 (a-c), 
65962 (a-c), and 66474.5 (a-c) or as presently constituted.” 

Comment 09-44 The commenter suggests adding a citation to the Urban Limit Line (ULL) ballot measure and 
providing a copy of it as an attachment.  

Response: While not required to be included as an attachment to the Draft EIR, the measure 
is attached as a convenience. This is Appendix A of the Final EIR.  
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2.21 COMMENT LETTER #10  
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2.22 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #10 

Comment 10-1 The commenter states that the EIR did not rely on certain policies and that the Final EIR 
should clarify that these policies (Land Use Policies 2.B.1, 2.B.2, 2.L.1, 2.L.5, and 2.L.6, 
Conservation and Open Space Policy 7.F.6, and Safety Policy 8.B.3) are not intended as 
mitigation measures. The commenter states that inclusion of these policies as a part of the 
2035 General Plan is improper.  

 
Response: The commenter is correct that not every policy serves as a mitigation measure in 
the EIR. However, the policies are a part of the Proposed Project, and the Draft EIR analyzed 
the Project in its entirety in reliance on the policies. If the City changes or removes any of the 
policies from the Draft 2035 General Plan (in particular any policy related to the timing or 
location of growth), the City would be required under CEQA to determine whether the 
environmental analysis is sufficient for the changed project and whether the EIR would be 
required to be revised and recirculated for additional public comment and review.  
 

Comment 10-2 The commenter has identified typographical errors related to farmland acreage.  

Response: See the response to comment 05-8. 

Comment 10-3 The commenter states that the farmland within SP-2 is incorrectly classified as being 
primarily comprised of Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland and that 
these classifications in the EIR ignores the high degree of salts present in the SP-2 soils. The 
commenter recommends that the SP-2 property be classified instead as Other Land, which the 
commenter indicates would afford a more accurate basis for comparison of the alternatives. 
The commenter provides an exhibit that appears to be a soils analysis prepared by Broadleaf 
Trading, Inc. and that purports to support the commenter’s conclusion.  

Response: The information provided by the commenter is a part of the administrative record 
for consideration by decision makers. However, for purposes of CEQA, the City does not 
consider the exhibit substantial evidence. The report provided by the commenter does not 
identify the expertise or credentials of either the firm or individual(s) who prepared it and 
does not specifically identify the specific data reviewed or methodology employed to review 
the data. The report says that the sole means of analysis is “Section 6 of the 2015 Annual 
Monitoring and Groundwater Assessment Report,” but does not state who prepared that 
report or where it is available for review. It does not appear that the author or the firm 
analyzed the soil itself but instead relied upon one report to reach its conclusions. If this 
information is provided at a subsequent time, it may become a part of the record and may be 
considered by the decision makers in their deliberations. Should this occur, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151 may apply; however it would not change the substance of this response. 

Because the Draft EIR uses appropriate methodology for characterizing potential impacts, the 
City declines to revise the soil classifications for either the SP-2 soils or any other soils in the 
Planning Area. The EIR relies on the farmland classifications of the California Department of 
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), which are based on soil 
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quality and irrigation status, for the entirety of the Planning Area. Use of the FMMP maps is 
consistent with the significance criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which defines the conversion of farmland based on the FMMP maps. CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G checklist item “a)” under “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” reads: 
 

“Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?” 

 
The goal of the FMMP, according to the Department of Conservation is “to provide 
consistent and impartial data to decision makers for use in assessing present status, reviewing 
trends, and planning for the future of California’s agricultural land resources” (Department of 
Conservation 2017). Similar to the Department of Conservation’s goal for the FMMP 
program, the City has used these data to consistently evaluate potential agricultural impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project throughout the entire Planning Area. Thus, because the 
commenter has not provided substantial evidence to rebut the EIR’s data or conclusions, and 
more importantly, to maintain both consistency in, and integrity of, the soil classifications 
throughout the EIR, and to comply with the significance standard in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the City declines to change the soil classification for lands in SP-2 or any 
other lands in the Planning Area. As with any topic, if there is more specific information 
related to a property at the time a future project is proposed, the City may elect to take into 
account such site-specific information in planning and environmental review. 
 

Comment 10-4 The commenter states that the habitat values of SP-2 are erroneously described, that the Draft 
EIR describes SP-2 as supporting 182 acres of cultivated rice fields, but that in the 
alternatives chapter, the Draft EIR concludes that development would convert approximately 
472 acres of cultivated rice fields. The commenter states that as a result of the errors, the 
Draft EIR does not provide a proper basis for comparison of biological resource impacts 
between the East and South Alternatives.  

Response: The acreage numbers provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR are correct and were 
inadvertently incorrectly transcribed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. The City appreciates the 
careful review of the acreage numbers by the commenter and is accordingly changing the 
numbers in Chapter 5 to reflect the same numbers as presented in Chapter 4. After reviewing 
both the biological resources analysis and the alternatives analysis, the environmental 
significance conclusions do not require change, and no additional changes to the text of the 
EIR are being made other than to correct the incorrect numbers presented in Chapter 5.  

The text on page 5-34 in Chapter 5.0 “Alternatives” of the Draft EIR has been revised 
accordingly to read as follows: 

“The Proposed Project designates 617 873 acres of Open Space and 521 acres of Flood 
Study Area that currently consist of annual grasslands, alkali prairie, freshwater wetlands, 
open water, and existing parks and habitat preserves.”  
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 Additionally, the text of page 5-35 in Chapter 5.0, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR has been 
revised accordingly: 

“Conversely, implementing the East Alternative would allow conversion of 
approximately 472 182 acres of cultivated rice fields that provide suitable habitat for 
giant garter snake in SP-2.”  

Comment 10-5 The commenter raises three separate points in this comment related to the environmentally 
superior alternative. First, the commenter writes that the most significant difference between 
the East and South Alternative is the impact on prime agricultural land, but that the 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative in the Draft EIR “ignores this issue 
altogether.” Second, the commenter states that Section 5.7 summarily concludes that the 
South Alternative would have fewer impacts compared to the East Alternative for a variety of 
impacts and that the determinations for agricultural and biological resources in particular are 
based on incorrect information. Third, the commenter appears to state that while the EIR 
concludes that the impacts associated with the South Alternative are slightly less because 
slightly more non-residential square footage was assigned to the East Alternative, that 
conclusion is incorrect. The commenter concludes the comment by stating that the 
environmentally superior alternative lacks meaningful analysis and reaches an incorrect 
conclusion.  

Response: As an initial response, this comment advocates for a different conclusion for the 
environmentally superior alterative. However, the commenter has not provided evidence or 
analysis in support of a change in the finding related to the environmentally superior 
alternative. As to the first point raised by the commenter, the EIR in Section 4.2 analyzes the 
impact to prime agricultural land under both the East and South Alternatives. Section 4.2-1 of 
the EIR concludes that the conversion of prime agricultural land under either alternative 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation and application of applicable 
proposed General Plan policies. The commenter’s statement that the most significant 
difference between the two alternatives is their respective impact on prime agricultural land is 
a subjective statement that is not based on any evidence provided by the commenter or any 
other information in the record.  

Second, the analysis concerning agricultural impacts and the classification of soils was 
consistently based on the FMMP, as explained in response to comment 10-3. The farmland 
acreage numbers have been corrected, as explained in response to comment 10-2. 
Additionally, the acreage numbers in the biological resources analysis were correct, and 
appropriate text changes are being made in the Final EIR to reflect the correct numbers in 
Chapter 5, as stated in response to comment 10-4.  

The commenter’s other comment regarding section 5.7 was that the EIR summarily concludes 
that the South Alternative would have fewer impacts than the East Alternative. The 
commenter, however, has not provided information that would support a different conclusion. 
It appears that the commenter merely disagrees with the conclusion. A further discussion of 
the alternatives analysis is set forth below. Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR presented a detailed 
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and comprehensive assessment of the relative impacts associated with the alternatives. Please 
refer to Section 5.5, which starts on page 5-23 of the Draft EIR.  

Third, the commenter appears to state that while the Draft EIR concludes that the impacts 
associated with the South Alternative are slightly less because slightly more non-residential 
square footage was assigned to the East Alternative, that conclusion is incorrect. The 
commenter states that the discussion of the environmentally superior alternative lacks 
meaningful analysis and reaches an incorrect conclusion. It appears that the commenter is 
advocating for the East Alternative to be considered the environmentally superior alternative.  

Chapter 5 of the EIR evaluates the environmentally superior alternative, as required by 
CEQA, and concludes that the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior. CEQA 
requires that another alternative be chosen as the environmentally superior alternative when 
the no project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. Chapter 5 of the Draft 
EIR presented an assessment of the relative impacts associated with the alternatives for each 
relevant environmental issue. Chapter 5 also provides a comparison table (Table 5-24) of the 
three different alternatives (No Project, South, and East) and sets forth their relative 
environmental superiority compared against each other with either an equals sign or a greater 
than or less than sign. That table showed that the East Alternative had fewer environmental 
impacts than the South Alternative in the area of agriculture, similar environmental impacts 
in six environmental impact areas, and greater environmental impacts in seven areas. Topics 
where the environmental impact was considered equal included aesthetics, climate change, 
hazards, noise and vibration, public services, transportation, and utilities. Topics where the 
environmental impact was considered to be greater for the East Alternative than the South 
Alternative included air quality; biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; 
hydrology and water quality; and land use, population, and housing. Topics where the 
environmental impact was considered to be greater for the South Alternative than the East 
Alternative included agriculture. The EIR also provided an explanation regarding why the 
South Alternative was determined to be environmentally superior over the East Alternative. 
Page 5-64 of the EIR explains that the South Alternative would disturb less land than the East 
Alternative, which would result in fewer emissions, less habitat loss, less potential to 
encounter archaeological and historic architectural resources that could be damaged or 
destroyed, and less risk of flooding. Additionally, while the degree to which the South 
Alternative might be environmentally superior over the East Alternative may not be large in 
some impact areas, the environmentally superior analysis is not one of degree but of totality 
of weighing the two different alternatives against each other and determining which one is 
environmentally superior. 

Comment 10-6 The commenter quotes text from page 4.4-29 stating that within the Flood Study Area, 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses are not allowed under the action alternatives. The 
commenter states that the language is “inconsistent with representations that have been made 
to date, namely, that if a flood study area is deemed unnecessary for flood control 
infrastructure, said area will be added to the adjacent specific plan areas.” The commenter 
urges the City to remove the quoted language from the Final EIR and instead examine the 
potential impacts of future development in the Flood Study Areas adjacent to SP-2 and SP-3.  
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Response: This comment raises issues concerning growth within the Flood Study Area and 
statements purportedly made by the City regarding specific plan areas. The comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR or raise a specific environmental 
effect; nor does the commenter point to a specific policy that would justify the requested 
change. The Draft EIR addresses potential effects associated with the Proposed Project, as 
detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description.” The commenter primarily raises 
an issue of General Plan implementation, which will occur when and if development uses are 
assigned to a specific plan area. As such, no change to the EIR is warranted.  

Please refer also to the response to comment 09-1.  

Comment 10-7 The commenter states that the Draft EIR ignores the feasibility of extending the City’s 
recycled water program to serve SP-2 and does not consider that SP-2 is within the place of 
use for Conaway Preservation Group’s (CPG’s) surface water rights. The commenter asserts 
that these omissions distort the potential impacts associated with implementation of the East 
Alternative. However, the commenter does not describe the distortion or explain how the 
environmental analysis would have differed had this information been included in the Draft 
EIR.  

Response: The City has sufficient recycled water capacity to potentially serve SP-2. If 
implemented, recycled water would be used for large landscape irrigation and perhaps 
cooling for large buildings. The City at this time does not plan to make recycled water 
available for any residential landscaping use. However, extension of recycled water would 
depend on whether there would be sufficient use to justify the extension. 

If and when SP-2 develops, the area would have City of Woodland potable water, and 
recycled water would likely be available for the uses described above. The SP-2 lands are 
included in the City’s water right service area. Additionally, it would not be feasible to 
construct a water treatment facility to use CPG water to supply the area or a pump station to 
provide irrigation water. 

Comment 10-8 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a concerning protection of sensitive 
receptors from potential toxic air contaminant impacts is too broad and uses undefined, vague 
terms. Specifically, the commenter complains that terms such as “other medical facilities” is a 
broad, undefined, and vague term. The commenter suggests that the mitigation measure 
would be improved if, instead, the first two sentences of the policy were deleted and the third 
sentence was slightly modified.  

Response: The City declines to make the requested change and finds that the specificity set 
forth in the mitigation measure provides useful guidance and clarity for the City.  
 

Comment 10-9 The commenter provides an opinion that Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, which requires that 
conserved farmland be located as close to the Woodland ULL as possible, is too subjective 
and that an objective standard should be used instead. The commenter provides no alternative 
language that would make this standard more objective and less subjective.  
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Response: The City finds that the term “as close to the Woodland ULL as possible” is an 
objective standard.  

Comment 10-10 The commenter states that a phrase in Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a concerning requiring 
project applicants to obtain a waste discharge requirement permit from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board if a project involves work in areas containing waters disclaimed by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers outpaces State law and should require compliance with federal 
and State law, but not expand it.  

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a does not expand federal or State laws. Rather, 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a presents an implementation program that requires compliance 
with current federal and State laws to ensure no net loss of functions and values of affected 
wetlands and waters. After the quote provided in the comment, the mitigation goes on to say 
that if the project involves waters disclaimed (determined not to be jurisdictional under 
federal regulations) by the USCACE, State Porter-Cologne Act compliance would be 
required. No change to the EIR has been made.  

Comment 10-11 Exhibit 1 to the comment letter is an Agriculture Suitability Analysis for Eastland Ventures, 
LLC, the stated purpose of which was to determine the cropping potential of land that is 
classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland under the Important 
Farmlands Inventory used by the California Department of Conservation. The analysis 
concludes that the soil has a high degree of salts and that the property should be given a non-
agricultural designation.  

Response: As stated above in response to comment 10-3, the City relied on farmland 
classifications of the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP). The City has, however, included Exhibit 1 as a part of this 
Final EIR so that decision makers may review its content. The City has determined that the 
exhibit does not provide substantial evidence to warrant reexamining the statewide standard 
or maps used in the agricultural impact analysis. The commenter provides no information 
regarding the expertise or credentials of the individual who prepared the report, no 
information regarding the firm whose letterhead the report appears on, and no specific 
information regarding the methodology used to conduct the purported analysis. Rather, it 
appears that the report’s author reviewed an unspecified document (with an unclear title and 
no reference as to its availability online or otherwise) and used this document as “the sole 
means of analysis.” It does not appear that the report’s author collected soil from the land 
used by PCP or independently verify, or attempt to independently verify the conclusions 
reached in the unspecified document. Because the commenter believes that the State’s FMMP 
data is inaccurate and/or outdated, the commenter may wish to forward the analysis and 
request for a change in classification to the California Department of Conservation for 
appropriate analysis and potential adjustment. 

FMMP data is updated by the Department of Conservation, since conditions can change that 
affect farmland classifications. The Draft EIR was initiated in 2013 and used the most 
updated data, which was prepared in 2012. Since then, 2014 data has been released. The 2014 
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data shows the same acreages for Important Farmlands in SP-2 as was included in the 2012 
Department of Conservation data (Department of Conservation 2017). As with any topic, if 
there is more specific information related to a property at the time a future project is 
proposed, the City may elect to take into account such site-specific information in planning 
and environmental review.  
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2.23 COMMENT LETTER #11  
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2.24 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #11 

Comment 11-1 The commenter describes the Proposed Project and provides general introductory comments 
that do not require further response. 

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing 
potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. No response is required.  

Comment 11-2 The commenter describes the Proposed Project and the potential project VMT impact on the 
State Highway System and commends the City for its approach to addressing this impact, 
which is disclosed under Impact 4.13-2 of the Draft EIR. The commenter specifically 
supports General Plan Policy 3.A.4 as amended as a part of mitigation measure 4.13-1c. 

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing 
potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. No response is required.  

Comment 11-3 The commenter commends the City for its mitigation approach to addressing Impact 4.13-2 
and encourages the City to consider a more stringent VMT reduction threshold depending on 
the final OPR implementation guidance for SB 743. 

Response: The City will reconsider its VMT reduction goals as described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-1c, which includes Implementation Program 3.8 requiring the City to assess the 
VMT reduction goal contained in Policy 3.A.4 once the State of California adopts final 
CEQA guidance for SB 743. 

Comment 11-4 The commenter expresses support for a more stringent VMT reduction threshold than 10 
percent but notes that lead agencies have discretion on setting this threshold. The commenter 
also notes that the VMT per capita for both alternatives is higher than the existing VMT per 
capita for the City and as compared to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments regional 
average. The commenter anticipates that many City residents will commute to their jobs, 
which would result in the high rate of VMT per capita and that one strategy to reduce VMT is 
to provide additional public transit service.  

Response: This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
potential impact associated with the Proposed Project.  

The City agrees with the commenter that lead agencies have discretion to exercise judgement 
in relation to VMT policies. The current VMT reduction goal considered the OPR 
recommended VMT threshold for residential and office projects contained in the Revised 
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in 
CEQA Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016, OPR. The ‘draft’ 
guidance from OPR recommends a per-capita VMT threshold of 15 percent below the 
existing (baseline) citywide or regional value depending on the specific land use. One 
justification for this particular threshold was based on analysis contained in Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA), 2010 that indicates a 15 reduction in VMT per capita is achievable in suburban 
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areas. This reduction is the ‘maximum’ feasible reduction in a suburban area and the 
CAPCOA document acknowledges that limited empirical evidence exists to support this 
value. The document also explains that achieving maximum reductions in suburban areas 
requires projects to include a diverse land use mix, workforce housing, and project-specific 
transit. This will not always be possible for all future land use projects in Woodland, 
especially in the City’s industrial area or when a project only includes a single land use. The 
10 percent reduction goal as recommended in Mitigation 4.13-2 considers the local land use 
and transportation context in Woodland. 

As to the differences in Woodland and SACOG VMT per capita estimates, a direct 
comparison is not appropriate. The Woodland VMT per capita estimates in Table 4.13-6 of 
the Draft EIR (as documented in footnote 1 to the table) includes travel from all vehicles 
based on an allocation of VMT that includes 100 percent responsibility for all trips with both 
trips ends in the City of Woodland and 50 percent responsibility for trips with only one trip in 
the City. The estimate of a regional average of 16.8 VMT per capita is similar to the 
household generated VMT per capita for the region contained in Table 16.10 of the SACOG 
MTP/SCS 2016 Draft Environmental Impact Report. If the cited figure is in fact from the 
MTP/SCS, this would only represents a portion of total VMT for the region excluding 
commercial and external trips that are included in the Woodland estimate in Table 4.13-6. 
The estimate presented for the General Plan alternatives includes not just household-
generated VMT, but all VMT, so it is not unexpected that it would be higher than a VMT 
estimate that includes household generated VMT only.  

 The City will consider expanded transit service in coordination with Yolo County 
Transportation District (YCTD) as a potential VMT reduction strategy as part of new 
development review and citywide planning efforts. The specific service expansion and timing 
will be subject to implementation feasibility and cost effectiveness.  

Comment 11-5 The commenter supports the strategies in the 2035 CAP, including encouraging 
telecommuting and carpooling, and does not pose any questions about the impact analysis 
requiring further response. 

Response: No response is required.  
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2.25 COMMENT LETTER #12 
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2.26 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #12 

Comment 12-1 The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to State agencies 
for review. The commenter states that no comments were received by the close date of the 
review period.  

Response: The City notes the comment. No further response is necessary. 
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2.27 COMMENT LETTER #13  
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2.28 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #13 

Comment 13-1 The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse received comments after the end of the 
review period. The commenter states that lead agencies are not required to respond to late 
comments, however they can provide information or raise issues that should be addressed.  

Response: The City notes this comment. No further response is necessary.  

Comment 13-2 The attached letter is a copy of comment Letter 11.  

Response: See responses to comment Letter 11, above. 
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This section contains changes to the text of the Draft EIR and General Plan. The changes are presented in the 
order in which they appear and are identified by page number. Text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) 
and additions are shown in underline (underline). 

3.1 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

3.1.1 PAGE IV REVISIONS: 

The heading title for Section 4.2.3 has been revised to read, “4.2.3 Regulatory SettingFramework 

3.2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.2.1 PAGE 2-1 REVISIONS: 

The second paragraph under Section 2.2.1 “Purpose,” has been revised to read, “The purpose of an EIR is neither 
to recommend approval nor denial of a project but rather to provide substantial evidence to support such a 
decision.” 

3.2.2 PAGE 2-8 REVISIONS: 

Adding some text for clarity in the second paragraph: 

Adoption and implementation of the Proposed Project will include (but not be not limited to) the 
following actions by the City of Woodland: 

Under the third bullet, correcting a typo: 

► Direct staff to petition the Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission to amend the Woodland 
Sphere of Influent Influence to reflect the voter approved Urban Limit Line and the 2035 General 
Plan 

3.2.3 PAGE 2-9 REVISIONS: 

In the last paragraph under Section 2.8, Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved,” a very minor revision 
has been made for clarity:  

All of these issues have been addressed within various sections of the 2035this EIR. In addition 
Chapter 4 (Environmental Impact Analysis) addresses mitigation for significant effects and 
5 (Alternatives) addresses choices to be made by the City among alternatives. Other areas of 
controversy and/or issues to be resolved may emerge during the course of the public review and 
decision-making process. 



AECOM 2035 General Plan and CAP Final EIR 
Revisions to the Draft EIR 3-2 City of Woodland 

The first paragraph under Section 2.9 “Summary of Environmental Impact and Mitigation Measures,” has been 
revised to read: “Information in Table 2-1, “Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” has 
been organized to correspond with the environmental issues discussed in Section Chapter 4 of this EIR.” 

The second paragraph under Section 2.9 “Summary of Environmental Impact and Mitigation Measures,” has been 
revised to read: “…Cumulative impacts are described in detail in Section Chapter 6 of this EIR, “Other CEQA 
Considerations…” 

3.2.4 PAGE 2-11 REVISIONS: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2.-3 is revised as follows: 

Policy 7.C.5 Agricultural Buffer. Require new development that occurs at the edge of the ULL to 
be set back a minimum of 300 feet from adjacent agricultural land where possible. Exceptions 
and alternative Equivalent means of providing agricultural buffers may be considered by the 
Planning Commission on a case by case basis for parcels where development potential would be 
precluded or severely limited as a result of the required buffer size. The buffer shall be 
landscaped/vegetated and may include public right of way. 

3.3 CHAPTER 3, “PROJECT DESCRIPTION” 

3.3.1 PAGE 3-4 REVISIONS: 

Exhibit 3.2-2 has been revised to remove the distinctions between the 10-year and 20-year spheres of influence in 
both the map and legend.  

(Revised) Exhibit 3.2-2. Existing Planning Boundaries 
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3.3.2 PAGE 3-5 REVISIONS: 

Section 3.2.1.1 “Sphere of Influence,” has been revised as follows:  

Contained within the Planning Area and project site is Woodland’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). 
The SOI is a boundary that encompasses lands that are expected to ultimately be annexed by the 
City. Yolo County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), an entity empowered to 
review and approve proposed boundary changes and annexations by incorporated municipalities, 
determines the SOI. For Yolo County communities, the SOI is divided into a 10-year boundary 
and a 20-year boundary, based on LAFCo’s determination of when the land would need to be 
annexed to accommodate growth. Although LAFCo does not have land use authority, the SOI is 
intended to guide urban land uses into an efficient development pattern, with consideration given 
to preserving prime farmland and other open space lands. LAFCo must also consider consistency 
with a city’s general plan and any specific plans.  

Upon adoption of the 2035 General Plan, the City will petition the Yolo Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo) to amend the Woodland Sphere of Influence (SOI) to reflect the voter 
approved Urban Limit Line and the 2035 General Plan. This EIR comprehensively addresses 
potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project, including any changes to the City’s SOI 
that would be required in advance of development outside the City’s existing SOI. provides 
CEQA coverage for that SOI amendment. 

3.3.3 PAGE 3-20 REVISIONS: 

The fourth paragraph of Section 3.7.1.1 “East Alternative,” has been revised as follows: 

According to the 2035 General Plan, development in the new growth areas is expected to occur in 
phases, as shown in Table 3.7-5. Development of SP-1A is anticipated to occur first, likely 
between 2016 and 2025. Development of SP-2 and residential development in SP-3A is expected 
to occur later, though the exact timing is uncertain as Specific Plans for these areas may not be 
approved until a comprehensive flood solution and supporting funding have been secured (see 
2035 General Plan Policy 2.B.2). Development of SP-3B and the Southern Gateway business 
park in SP-1B can proceed at any time. Development of the remainder of SP-1B and SP-1C is not 
permitted prior to 2035 without a comprehensive General Plan Update and accompanying EIR. 

3.3.4 PAGE 3-21 REVISIONS: 

The fourth paragraph of Section 3.7.1.2 “South Alternative,” has been revised as follows: 

According to the 2035 General Plan, development in the new growth areas is expected to occur in 
phases, as shown in Table 3.7-5. Development of SP-1A is anticipated to occur first, likely 
between 2016 and 2025. Development of SP-1B and SP-1C is expected to follow, approximately 
between 2026 and 2035. The exact timing for the development of SP-3A is uncertain as a 
Specific Plan for this area may not be approved until a comprehensive flood solution and 
supporting funding have been secured (see 2035 General Plan Policy 2.B.2). Development of SP-
3B and the Southern Gateway business park in SP-1B can proceed at any time. Development of 
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SP-2 is not permitted prior to 2035 without a comprehensive General Plan Update and 
accompanying EIR, and is not planned to occur before 2035 under the South Alternative. 

3.3.5 PAGE 3-50 REVISIONS: 

The last paragraph of Section 3.9 “Adoption and Implementation,” has been revised as follows:  

Following adoption of the 2035 General Plan, the City will begin the process of updating active 
specific plans, master plans, and other implementation documents to be consistent with the new 
plan, and reflect the adopted policy language, and design and development guidance. This will 
include repeal of the East Street Corridor Specific Plan, because the City has deemed that the 
2035 General Plan will better meet the community’s goals for the East Street Corridor than the 
Specific Plan that was adopted in 1998.  

3.3.6 PAGE 3-51 REVISIONS: 

The first paragraph of Section 3.10 “Agencies Expected to use this EIR,” has been revised as follows: 

A number of other jurisdictional and permit-granting agencies have control over specific 
environmental concerns in the Cityjurisdiction over activities that could occur within the City’s 
Planning Area during implementation of the Proposed Project. The following is a listing of 
agencies that may utilize this EIR. 

3.3.7 PAGE 3-52 REVISIONS: 

Section 3.11 “Relationship to Other Plans and Regulations,” has been revised as follows: 

The 2035 General Plan and this accompanying General Plan EIR both make reference to laws, 
plans, and regulations administered by other public agencies. In many instances, the City’s 
policies are specifically designed to achieve consistency with regulations of another public 
agency. In other cases, the City commits to seeking input from other agencies on issues that may 
arise over the course of implementing the 2035 General Plan. Unless otherwise specified, any 
reference to “consulting with” or “coordinating with” other agencies in no way delegates, 
transfers, or assigns the City’s responsibility for land use entitlement or lead agency 
responsibilities for managing land use change. Some of the key areas of interaction with other 
agencies are described below. 

3.4 CHAPTER 4, “ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS” 

3.4.1 PAGE 4.0-2 REVISIONS: 

Section 4.0.2.1 “Environmental Setting,” has been revised as follows:  

This subsection provides relevant information about the existing physical environment related to 
the particular environmental topic. In accordance with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the discussion of the physical environment describes existing conditions within the City at the 
time the NOP was filed (2013)—unless otherwise noted. 
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3.5 CHAPTER 4.2, “AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES” 

3.5.1 PAGE 4.2-8 REVISIONS: 

The first sentence of the first paragraph under Section 4.2.2.5 “Williamson Act Land in the Planning Area,” has 
been revised as follows: 

The Williamson Act, explained further in Section 4.2.23, Regulatory Framework, enables the 
County to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting land to 
agricultural or related open space use in return for lower property tax assessments. 

The last sentence of the third paragraph under Section 4.2.2.5 “Williamson Act Land in the Planning Area,” has 
been revised as follows: 

Two properties under Williamson Act contract are located along the northern edge of the 
Planning Area; two are west of SP-3; two are adjacent to SP-1C; three are adjacent to SP-1B; and 
one is adjacent to the Spring Lake Specific Plan area.; and one is adjacent to the southeast corner 
of the Planning Area. 

3.5.2 PAGE 4.2-11 REVISIONS: 

The heading text for Section 4.2.3 has been revised to read, “4.2.3 Regulatory SettingFramework 

3.5.3 PAGE 4.2-29 REVISIONS: 

Table 4.2-8 has been revised as follows: 

Table 4.2-8. Acres of Each Type of Farmland in SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3 
Type SP-1 SP-2 SP-3 

Prime Farmland 134.5700.3 0.0 213.29 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 0.0 374.9 0.0 
Unique Farmland 0.0 393.5 0.0 
Total Important Farmland 134.5700.3 768.4 213.29 
Other Farmland 0.031.3 66.43 59.13 
Sources: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 2012; City of Woodland 2013; Yolo County 2013; SACOG Mapping Center 2014; Dyett 

& Bhatia 2013 

 

The third paragraph after Table 4.2-9 has been revised as follows:  

Table 4.2-10 shows the Planning Area’s existing inventory of Prime, Important, and Unique 
Farmland, the projected losses resulting from buildout of the East Alternative, and the percentage 
change by type of farmland. Overall, implementation of the East Alternative would result in the 
conversion to urban uses of 1,54261 acres (or 65 percent) of the existing Prime, Important, or 
Unique Farmland within the Planning Area comprised of 1,339 acres classified as Prime 
Farmland, 38 acres classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance , and 184 acres classified as 
Unique Farmland. The remaining farmland in the Planning Area would be in portions of SP-1B 
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(north of the highway interchange), SP-1C, and portions of SP-2 (approximately 75 percent of the 
Specific Plan area, which would not be developed in the planning horizon). 

3.5.4 PAGE 4.2-30 REVISIONS: 

Table 4.2-10 has been revised as follows: 

Table 4.2-10.  Important Farmland Change in the Planning Area – East Alternative  

Type Existing 
Acres 

Change (Acres 
Converted) 

Remaining Farmland Acres at 
General Plan Horizon Year (2035) 

Percent Change By 
Type 

Prime Farmland 1,544.76 1,338.87 205.9 87% 

Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 

401.1 
37.7 

363.4 9% 

Unique Farmland 434.9 165.784.3 269.2250.6 3842% 

Total Important Farmland 2,380.76 1,542.260.8 838.519.8 6566% 

Sources: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 2012; City of Woodland 2013; Yolo County 2013; SACOG Mapping Center 2014; Dyett 
& Bhatia 2013 

 

3.5.5 PAGE 4.2-35 REVISIONS: 

The second paragraph under the heading, “Summary of Impact Analysis,” has been revised as follows (the word 
“City” is added in the fourth sentence): 

The ULL was adopted for the purpose of permanently circumscribing development and 
preserving surrounding agricultural lands. This action of the voters identified those lands intended 
to be converted to urban uses over time in the form of an urban limit line and permanently 
protected lands outside of that boundary. Ballot initiatives are not subject to environmental 
impact review under CEQA and therefore the 2006 action by the voters did not include an 
assessment of the impacts resulting from the urban limit line. As enacted by the voters, Policy 
2.A.1 prohibits City public services and facilities beyond Woodland’s ULL. In addition, Policy 
2.A.3 requires agricultural mitigation of farmland within the ULL at a rate of one acre of 
permanently conserved farmland for every acre converted to urban development or non-
agricultural uses. The policy does not specify conservation of the same type of farmland, 
therefore loss of Prime Farmland could be mitigated with the conservation of Farmland of Local 
Importance. Goal 7.6 prioritizes the preservation of agricultural land, and Policy 7.C.1 requires 
the City to minimize the amount of annexed land. 

Under item “a”, the following revision was made: 

The East Alternative anticipates growth that will result in the loss of 1,560.842.2 acres of Prime, 
Important, or Unique Farmland. The impact is significant. 
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3.5.6 PAGE 4.2-36 REVISIONS: 

The third paragraph under “Potential Impacts Associated with Implementation of the Proposed Project,” has been 
revised as follows:  

There is no land within the Planning Area under active Williamson Act contracts. However, as of 
FY 2010/2011, there are eleven properties under Williamson Act contracts adjacent to the 
Planning Area and several properties near the Planning Area. As shown in Exhibit 4.2-2, two 
properties are located north of the Planning Area adjacent to land that is designated Flood Study 
Area; two are located west of SP-3 and adjacent to land that is already developed; and one is 
south of the Spring Lake Specific Plan. two properties under Williamson Act contract are located 
along the northern edge of the Planning Area; two are west of SP-3; two are adjacent to SP-1C; 
three are adjacent to SP-1B; and one is adjacent to the Spring Lake Specific Plan area.; and one is 
adjacent to the southeast corner of the Planning Area. None of these properties are expected to be 
adversely affected by the Proposed Project. The 2035 CAP does not have elements that are 
distinct from the overall Proposed Project as it relates to this impact and is included in the 
analysis below. 

3.5.7 PAGE 4.2-42 REVISIONS: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2.-3 is revised as follows:  

• Policy 7.C.5 Agricultural Buffer. Require new development that occurs at the edge of the 
ULL to be set back a minimum of 300 feet from adjacent agricultural land where possible. 
Exceptions and alternative meansEquivalent means of providing agricultural buffers may be 
considered by the Planning Commission on a case by case basis for parcels where 
development potential would be precluded or severely limited as a result of the required 
buffer size. The buffer shall be landscaped/vegetated and may include public right of way. 

3.6 CHAPTER 4.3, “AIR QUALITY” 

3.6.1 PAGE 4.3-12, 4.3-21, 4.3-22, 4.3-26, AND 4.3-27 REVISIONS: 

References throughout this Section to Appendix D have been revised to Appendix C.  

3.6.2 PAGE 4.3-16 REVISIONS: 

The first paragraph under the heading, “Air Quality Plans,” has been revised as follows: 

In compliance with CCAA requirements, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District (SMAQMD) in coordination with the YSAQMD, as well as the air quality management 
districts and air pollution control districts of El Dorado, Placer, and Sutter Counties prepared and 
submitted the 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP). The CCAA requires that these AQAPs 
are updated every three years to describe the progress made by the applicable air districts to 
achieve ambient air quality standards. The most current AQAP update was adopted in July 2016 
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adopted in April 2013; however, YSAQMD is currently in the process of finalizing the 2015 
Triennial Assessment and Plan Update (YSAQMD 2016).  

3.6.3 PAGE 4.3-20 REVISIONS: 

The following footnote has been added: 

10 The YSAQMD notes that this threshold was adopted specifically for the evaluation of 
stationary source impacts and that it believes that this threshold can provide an accurate and 
conservative assessment of the significance of mobile source-related impacts from air toxics 
from mobile sources, such as diesel particulate matter. The YSAQMD also notes that no 
specific threshold of significance for toxic impacts has been adopted for mobile sources and 
that the 10 in one million threshold has been used by lead agencies for assessing mobile 
source impacts. 

3.7 CHAPTER 4.5, “CLIMATE CHANGE, GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 
AND ENERGY” 

3.7.1 PAGE 4.5-4 REVISIONS: 

Table 4.5-1 has been revised to add the following Footnote #3 with a callout to the row heading, “Wastewater 
Reuse”:  

3 Wastewater reuse emissions result from agricultural applications in which organic material in the wastewater 
biodegrades to create CO2 and N2O, among the byproducts. This includes tomato washing, processing, and canning at 
Pacific Coast Producers, and the spray application of this tomato process wastewater to fields using sprinkler and 
surface irrigation. 

3.7.2 PAGE 4.5-22 REVISIONS: 

Table 4.5-7 has been revised to add the following Footnote #1 with a callout to the row heading, “Wastewater 
Reuse”: 

1 Wastewater reuse emissions result from agricultural applications in which organic material in the wastewater 
biodegrades to create CO2 and N2O, among the byproducts. This includes tomato washing, processing, and canning at 
Pacific Coast Producers, and the spray application of this tomato process wastewater to fields using sprinkler and 
surface irrigation. 

3.8 CHAPTER 4.9, “HYDROLOGY, FLOODING, AND WATER QUALITY” 

3.8.1 PAGE 4.9-58 REVISIONS: 

The following revisions have been made to the second paragraph under Impact 4.9-6: 

In addition to residential growth, non-residential growth is expected in SP-3 and as infill 
development in existing neighborhoods. However, as discussed in Impact 4.9-5, before a Specific 
Plan can be processed for SP-3, a comprehensive flood solution must be identified with funding 
secured, consistent with DWR’s urban level of flood protection (Nov. 2013), and with 
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Government Code Sections 65007 (a-c), 65865 (a-c), 65962 (a-c), and 66474.5 (a-c) or as 
presently constituted. 

3.8.2 PAGE 4.9-59 REVISIONS: 

The following revisions have been made to the first paragraph after Table 4.9-5: 

a. East Alternative–In addition to the impact disclosed in the general analysis presented above, 
new residential and non-residential growth is expected in SP-3 and SP-2 under the East 
Alternative. However, as discussed in Impact 4.9-5, before a Specific Plan can be processed 
for a flood hazard area, a comprehensive flood solution must be identified with funding 
secured, consistent with DWR’s urban level of flood protection (Nov. 2013), and with 
Government Code Sections 65007 (a-c), 65865 (a-c), 65962 (a-c), and 66474.5 (a-c) or as 
presently constituted. 

The following revisions have been made to the first paragraph after Table 4.9-6: 

a. South Alternative–In addition to the impact disclosed in the general analysis presented above, 
new residential and non-residential growth is expected in SP-3 and SP-2 under the East 
Alternative. However, as discussed in Impact 4.9-5, before a Specific Plan can be processed 
for a flood hazard area, a comprehensive flood solution must be identified with funding 
secured, consistent with DWR’s urban level of flood protection (Nov. 2013), and with 
government code sections 65007 (a-c), 65865 (a-c), 65962 (a-c), and 66474.5 (a-c) or as 
presently constituted. 

3.9 CHAPTER 4.10, “LAND USE PLANNING, POPULATION, AND 
HOUSING” 

3.9.1 PAGE 4.10-10 REVISIONS: 

A heading has been revised as follows: 

Local AreaAgency Formation Commission 2011 City of Woodland Municipal 
Service Review 

3.9.2 PAGE 4.10-19 REVISIONS: 

The paragraph under the heading, “East Street Corridor Specific Plan, 1998, Revised 2005,” has been revised as 
follows:  

The East Street Corridor Specific Plan was adopted in 1998, with a minor revision in 2005. The 
intent of this Plan is to enhance the East Street Corridor as a mixed-use residential, shopping, 
service, and community district. East Street functions as an important north-south connection 
through Woodland’s eastern neighborhoods and provides access to the city’s northeast industrial 
sector. Generally, this Plan focuses on encouraging new types of development that create an 
active community node, enhancing the public realm to make it a more attractive place to gather 
and conduct business. As discussed in the Project Description under Section 3.9, following 
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adoption of the 2035 General Plan, the City will begin the process of updating active specific 
plans, master plans, and other implementation documents to be consistent with the new plan, and 
reflect the adopted policy language, and design and development guidance. This will include 
repeal of the East Street Corridor Specific Plan, because the City has deemed that the 2035 
General Plan will better meet the community’s goals for the East Street Corridor than the Specific 
Plan that was adopted in 1998. 

3.9.3 PAGE 4.10-28 REVISIONS: 

A typo has been revised in the fourth paragraph under Table 4.10-7, as shown below:  

As detailed throughout this EIR, two Alternatives are analyzed for planning horizon year (2035). 
The Alternatives offer different approaches regarding the timing, location, and sequence under 
which the Planning Area could build out through 2035, particularly in terms of “greenfield” 
growth. One Alternative introduces new greenfield growth in the East while the other continues 
to concentrate new greenfield growth in the South. The two Alternatives have different phasing of 
new growth. This could be considered a type of growth-inducing impact, as well, if in adopting a 
2035 General Plan for one Alternative, the greenfield development that had been envisioned 
within only the Alternative somehow becomes more attractive or likely. This is not an outcome 
that could be environed envisioned under the auspices of the 2035 General Plan, since there is 
very specific policy regarding phasing that would not allow this to occur, but the City has elected 
in this case to conservatively disclose this possible indirect effect notwithstanding the 
countervailing policy language.  

3.10 CHAPTER 5, “ALTERNATIVES” 

3.10.1 PAGE 5-25 REVISIONS: 

The discussion related to aesthetics and visual resources has been revised as shown below:  

In addition, all three Alternatives plan for greenfield development, which affects the visual character of 
Woodland. To estimate the change in greenfield development, Table 5-6 shows the projected change in 
total amount of farmland that would be converted under each Alternative, including Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Farmland of Local 
Potential, and Grazing Land. that would be converted in new growth areas under each Alternative. The 
No Project Alternative would convert the least amount of farmland in new growth areas (2,575 1,020 
acres), and the East and South Alternatives would both convert similar amounts. The East Alternative 
would convert 2,968 1,253 acres, and the South Alternative would convert 3,026 1,219 acres. The 
different areas of the Planning Area affected by growth are explained below. 

► Southern area of ULL: A significant portion of the growth expected under each Alternative is in the 
southern area of the ULL. The East Alternative includes anticipates growth in SP-1A and portions of 
SP-1B, the South Alternative includes anticipates growth in all of SP-1C, and the No Project 
Alternative includes anticipates growth in the northern portion of this area. Therefore, the South 
Alternative would allow plans for the most greenfield development in this area, and the East 
Alternative would allow plans for the least. 
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► Eastern area of ULL: The No Project Alternative designates this area Urban Reserve. Both the East 
and South Alternatives assume plan for greenfield development along County Route 102 and I-5, and 
the Eastern Alternative includes plans for greenfield development in portions of SP-2. Therefore, the 
East Alternative allows plans for the most greenfield development in this area, and the No Project 
allows plans for the least amount. 

► Northern area of ULL: The No Project Alternative land use diagram leaves Undesignated most of the 
land that the East and South Alternatives designate FSA. All three Alternatives assume plan for 
growth in the areas labeled SP-3A and SP-3B. Therefore, all three Alternatives have similar impacts 
in the northern portion of the ULL. 

Table 5-6. Acres of All Farmland and Grazing Land Prime, Statewide, Unique Farmland Converted in 
New Growth Areas in Each Alternative 

 No Project Alternative East Alternative South Alternative 

SP-1 560.5 618.2 501.4 516.6 731.6 816.4 
SP-2 0.0 172.5 334.6 0.0 
SP-3 272.4 402.1 272.4 402.1 272.4 402.1 
Land Outside Specific Plan 
Areas 

1,741.9 2,022.0 1,253.3 2,022.0 1,2218.5 

Total 2,574.8 2,968.4 3,026.0 
Note: Table 5-6 estimates the amount of all farmland that will convert under each Alternative, including Prime Farmland, Farmland of 

Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Farmland of Local Potential, and Grazing Land.  
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Project 2012; City of Woodland 2013; Yolo County 2013; SACOG Mapping Center 2013; Dyett & 

Bhatia 2016. 

.  

3.10.2 PAGE 5-26 REVISIONS: 

Paragraph two under the heading, “5.5.2 Agriculture” has been revised as shown below:  

Table 5-7 shows the approximate amount of farmland expected to be converted under each Alternative. 
These values are estimates—the exact footprint of future development and the amount of farmland 
converted is not known. This assumes that for each Alternative, farmland that is in an area anticipated for 
development will be converted, even if the farmland is in a Flood Study Area. Assuming that all of the 
Flood Study Area farmland is ultimately converted represents a conservative approach, because it is not 
known how much of the land in the Flood Study Area may ultimately be required for flood-related 
infrastructure; portions of it may well remain as farmland in perpetuity. The No Project Alternative is 
expected to result in the conversion of the least amount of Important Ffarmland (1,262 acres). The East 
Alternative is expected to result in the conversion of approximately 1,542 561 acres of Important, 
fFarmland, and the South Alternative is expected to result in the conversion of approximately 1,612 acres 
of Prime, Important, or Unique farmland. Therefore, the East Alternative is expected to result in the 
conversion of 70 50 fewer acres than the South Alternative. 

3.10.3 PAGE 5-27 REVISIONS: 

Table 5-7 has been revised as shown below:  
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Table 5-7. Acres of Important Farmland Converted in Each Alternative 
 No Project Alternative East Alternative South Alternative 
Prime Farmland 1,232 1,339 1,545 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 3 38 26 

Unique Farmland 27 166 184 41 

Total Prime, Statewide, Unique Farmland 1,262 1,542 561 1,612 
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Project 2012; City of Woodland 2013; Yolo County 2013; SACOG Mapping Center 2013; Dyett & 

Bhatia 2016. 

 

3.10.4 PAGE 5-35 REVISIONS: 

The fourth paragraph under the heading, 5.5.4, “Biological Resources,” has been revised as follows:  

The Proposed Project designates 617 873 acres of Open Space and 521 acres of Flood Study Area 
that currently consist of annual grasslands, alkali prairie, freshwater wetlands, open water, and 
existing parks and habitat preserves. Existing habitats would be retained in the designated Open 
Space areas and some of these lands (i.e., Woodland Regional Park) would be placed under 
permanent conservation easements. Under the No Project Alternative, the Woodland Regional 
Park is also designated as Open Space, but parcels to the north that also contain sensitive alkali 
prairie and freshwater wetlands and other natural habitats are designated as Urban Reserve. While 
these lands would not be designated as Open Space under the No Project Alternative, it is 
assumed that they would not be developed within the 2035 planning horizon and would continue 
to provide similar habitat functions as under the existing condition. In addition some of these 
areas are already protected habitat preserves (i.e., the City of Woodland Preserve and the Spring 
Lake Alkali Sink preserve).  

3.10.5 PAGE 5-35 REVISIONS: 

The paragraph under the heading, “Giant Garter Snake,” has been revised as follows:  

Giant garter snake is known to occur in the vicinity of the Planning Area and has been 
documented in drainages that are connected to the Planning Area, particularly in the Yolo Bypass 
and Willow Slough near SP-2. Implementing the No Project Alternative would allow 
development in areas containing agricultural ditches and other waterways that provide dispersal 
habitat and possibly resident habitat for giant garter snake. Implementing the No Project 
Alternative would not result in loss of cultivated rice fields that provide suitable habitat for giant 
garter snake. Conversely, implementing the East Alternative would allow conversion of 
approximately 472 182 acres of cultivated rice fields that provide suitable habitat for giant garter 
snake in SP-2. Loss of rice fields would not happen with implementation of either the No Project 
Alternative or the South Alternative. All three Alternatives would allow development in areas 
containing agricultural ditches and other waterways that provide dispersal habitat and possibly 
resident habitat for giant garter snake. Therefore, based on this analysis, the No Project 
Alternative would have a substantially lower level of potential impact to giant garter snake than 
the East Alternative or the South Alternative. 
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3.10.6 PAGE 5-36 REVISIONS: 

The second paragraph of Section 5.5.5.1 “Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” has been revised as follows: 

Each of the Alternatives would generate short-term construction-related GHG emissions. 
Construction-related activities, such as site preparation (e.g., excavation, grading, and clearing), 
demolition and renovation, building construction, and grading among others would require the 
use of off-road equipment, material delivery trucks, and construction worker vehicles that would 
result in temporary exhaust emissions. This includes construction emissions associated with 
development in addition to short-term emissions associated with equipment upgrades, renewable 
energy facility installations, energy efficiency building upgrades, tree planting, and other 
measures included in the City’s 2035 CAP. Since Tthe No Project Alternative would include less 
development than the East and South Alternatives in terms of number of dwelling units, added 
population, amount of new non-residential square footage, and number of employees. Since the 
amount of building activity under the No Project Alternative is lower than the East and South 
Alternatives, during this phase of construction, short-term GHG emissions would be lower. 
However, the acreage of land disturbed during construction also factors into the level of short-
term air pollutant emissions – if an alternative has a greater land area subject to development, this 
would require more grading and site preparation, and the amount of total GHG emissions 
associated with this phase of construction activity would be higher.  

3.10.7 PAGE 5-49 REVISIONS: 

The fifth paragraph under Section 5.5.10.2 “Population and Housing,” has been revised as follows: 

The South Alternative assumes a total population of approximately 19,300 people, 7,000 dwelling 
units, 18,210 local jobs, and 16.7 million square feet of nonresidential development. Therefore, 
the South Alternative is projected to generate less employment than the East Alternative, the 
same population growth as the East Alternative, and more population and employment growth 
than the No Project Alternative (Table 5-17). Compared to the East Alternative, more non-
residential development would occur within the Downtown area, and no non-residential 
development would occur in SP-32 (Table 5-3). 

3.10.8 PAGE 5-62 REVISIONS: 

The second line under Section 5.6 “Summary of Comparative Effects of the Alternatives has been revised as 
follows: 

>< More overall impact than the comparison Alternative 

3.10.9 PAGE 5-63 REVISIONS: 

In Table 5-24 Environmental Topic, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy,” has been revised 
as follows:  
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Climate Change, 
Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, and Energy 

> East Alternative  
> South Alternative 

< No Project Alternative  
> = South Alternative 

< No Project Alternative  
= East Alternative 

 

3.11 CHAPTER 6, “OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS” 

3.11.1 PAGE 6-37 REVISIONS: 

The second paragraph after Table 6-6 has been revised as follows: 

Policies in the 2035 General Plan and mitigation described within the environmental topic-
specific sections of this EIR reduce potential effects associated with both residential and non-
residential development within the Planning Area assumed under the Cumulative Scenario. The 
City’s Urban Limit Line (ULL) and associated policies are designed to manage growth within the 
Planning Area to avoid adverse effects, such as unplanned development indirectly facilitated by 
planned development within the ULL. The City’s ULL can only be modified by the voters. While 
the City’s policies voter-approved ULL prevents conversion of additional agricultural land 
outside of the ULL, the City could increase land use density/intensity to allow for additional 
development to meet demand and/or neighboring jurisdictions may experience increased demand 
for additional development as a result. For these reasons this impact is significant and 
unavoidable.  

 



2035 General Plan and CAP Final EIR AECOM
City of Woodland 4-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

4 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to report on, and monitor measures
adopted as part of the environmental review process (see Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15091[d] and 15097).

The EIR identifies all relevant, feasible mitigation measures necessary to mitigate potentially significant and
significant impacts attributable to the Proposed Project (the General Plan and the Climate Action Plan). Each of
these measures to reduce environmental effects has been incorporated into the Proposed Project and therefore will
be implemented and enforced through the implementation of the General Plan and Climate Action Plan.

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(b) and Section 15097(b) of the CEQA Guidelines establish that when the
project examined in an EIR is a general plan, specific plan, community plan, or other plan-level document (such
as a climate action plan), mitigation measures may be incorporated into the plan. This is the approach that has
been taken by the City.

Section 150797(b) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that the monitoring plan may consist of policies in the plan-
level document, and that the “annual report on general plan status required pursuant to the Government Code is
one example of a reporting program for adoption of a city or county general plan." The annual report required
pursuant to Government Code Section 65400 (a)(2) fulfill this component of the monitoring requirement.

In addition pursuant to Implementation Program 7.6 in Appendix A of the Draft General Plan, the City will
evaluate progress and update the Climate Action Plan as necessary to achieve the City’s greenhouse gas emission
reduction target. The City will prepare a summary report that outlines progress toward Climate Action Plan
strategies and actions. A comprehensive Climate Action Plan evaluation should occur on no greater than a five-
year cycle. The City may deliver this report in conjunction with the State-required annual report to the City
Council regarding implementation of the City’s General Plan.

As required by Section 21081.6(a)(2) of the Public Resources Code, the City of Woodland Community
Development Department is the “custodian of documents and other material” that constitute the “record of
proceedings” upon which the decisions related to the Proposed Project are based. Inquiries should be directed to:

City of Woodland Community Development Department
300 First Street
Woodland, CA 95695
(530) 661-5820
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APPENDIX A
Urban Limit Line Ballot Measure












	2 Comments and Responses_Final.pdf
	2 Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
	2.1 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
	2.2 Response to Comments
	2.3 Comment Letter #01
	2.4 Response to Comment Letter #01
	“Local AreaAgency Formation Commission 2011 City of Woodland Municipal Service Review”

	2.5 Comment Letter #02
	2.6 Response to Comment Letter #02
	2.7 Comment Letter #03
	2.8 Response to Comment Letter #03
	2.9 Comment Letter #04
	2.10 Response to Comment Letter #04
	2.11 Comment Letter #05
	2.12 Response to Comment Letter #05
	2.13 Comment Letter #06
	2.14 Response to Comment Letter #06
	2.15 Comment Letter #07
	2.16 Response to Comment Letter #07
	2.17 Comment Letter #8
	2.18 Response to Comment Letter #8
	2.19 Comment Letter #09
	2.20 Response to Comment Letter #09
	2.21 Comment Letter #10
	2.22 Response to Comment Letter #10
	2.23 Comment Letter #11
	2.24 Response to Comment Letter #11
	2.25 Comment Letter #12
	2.26 Response to Comment Letter #12
	2.27 Comment Letter #13
	2.28 Response to Comment Letter #13
	References



	3 Revisions to the Draft EIR_Final.pdf
	3 Revisions to the Draft EIR
	3.1 Table of Contents
	3.1.1 Page iv revisions:

	3.2 Executive Summary
	3.2.1 Page 2-1 revisions:
	3.2.2 Page 2-8 revisions:
	3.2.3 Page 2-9 revisions:
	3.2.4 Page 2-11 revisions:

	3.3 Chapter 3, “Project Description”
	3.3.1 Page 3-4 revisions:
	3.3.2 Page 3-5 revisions:
	3.3.3 Page 3-20 revisions:
	3.3.4 Page 3-21 revisions:
	3.3.5 Page 3-50 revisions:
	3.3.6 Page 3-51 revisions:
	3.3.7 Page 3-52 revisions:

	3.4 Chapter 4, “Environmental Impact Analysis”
	3.4.1 Page 4.0-2 revisions:

	3.5 Chapter 4.2, “AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES”
	3.5.1 Page 4.2-8 revisions:
	3.5.2 Page 4.2-11 revisions:
	3.5.3 Page 4.2-29 revisions:
	3.5.4 Page 4.2-30 revisions:
	3.5.5 Page 4.2-35 revisions:
	3.5.6 Page 4.2-36 revisions:
	3.5.7 Page 4.2-42 revisions:

	3.6 Chapter 4.3, “Air Quality”
	3.6.1 Page 4.3-12, 4.3-21, 4.3-22, 4.3-26, and 4.3-27 revisions:
	3.6.2 Page 4.3-16 revisions:
	3.6.3 Page 4.3-20 revisions:

	3.7 Chapter 4.5, “Climate change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and energy”
	3.7.1 Page 4.5-4 revisions:
	3.7.2 Page 4.5-22 revisions:

	3.8 Chapter 4.9, “Hydrology, flooding, and water quality”
	3.8.1 Page 4.9-58 revisions:
	3.8.2 Page 4.9-59 revisions:

	3.9 Chapter 4.10, “Land use planning, population, and housing”
	3.9.1 Page 4.10-10 revisions:
	Local AreaAgency Formation Commission 2011 City of Woodland Municipal Service Review

	3.9.2 Page 4.10-19 revisions:
	3.9.3 Page 4.10-28 revisions:

	3.10 Chapter 5, “Alternatives”
	3.10.1 Page 5-25 revisions:
	3.10.2 Page 5-26 revisions:
	3.10.3 Page 5-27 revisions:
	3.10.4 Page 5-35 revisions:
	3.10.5 Page 5-35 revisions:
	3.10.6 Page 5-36 revisions:
	3.10.7 Page 5-49 revisions:
	3.10.8 Page 5-62 revisions:
	3.10.9 Page 5-63 revisions:

	3.11 Chapter 6, “other ceqa considerations”
	3.11.1 Page 6-37 revisions:



	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page



